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The purpose of this study was to determine the differential
effects of flexible work hours on the job satisfaction of federal
employees of U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission facility
located in Charlotte, North Carolina. It was proposed that there
would be no statistically significant difference between the job
satisfaction of those employees on flexitime and those employees on
traditional schedule. It was also proposed that demographic
variables of sex, race, age, education, tenure in organization,
paygrade classification, and tenure in present position would not
differentiate effects of flexitime and traditional schedule on job
satisfaction.
Summary of Literature
The review of literature indicated that flexitime has a
significant positive impact on job satisfaction in numerous emperical
studies. Although race and sex difference may significantly in¬
fluence job satisfaction in some instances, the consensus of the
literature, with regard to these two variables, was that other
variables are of equal or greater importance for determining job
satisfaction. The preponderance of evidence accrued in this study
shows that other variables are equally important and supports the
-1-
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funding of other studies, namely those of Fry, Greenfiled, and
Sauser.^
Subjects
The subjects in this study were 100 employees of U.S. Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission, Charlotte District Office during
the 1981-1982 calendar year. They were selected from a sample of
140 employees. It was stressed that no employee would be forced to
participate in the study.
Methodology
The descriptive survey method was used in this study,
utilizing appropriate statistical techniques to analyze the data
obtained. The method used in analyzing the data was Fisher's t-test.
The null hypotheses were tested by this t-test at .05 level
of significance. For each of the groups involved in the fifteen
null hypotheses, two group mean job satisfaction scores were com¬
puted for the variables involved; one group mean for the JDI and a
second for the EEOC Attitude Survey.
Instruments
Three instruments were used to collect the data for this
study. They were: (1) a biographical information black regarding
eight variables; C2). the Job Descriptive Index (JDI); and (3) the
EEOC Attitude Survey.
^Fry and Greenfield, "Examination of Differences," pp. 123-
126; and Sauser, "Sex Differences," pp. 537-547.
Conclusions
The findings derived from the data provided by this study
are listed below:
1. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by the
flexitime group and traditional group.
2. There was statistically significant difference between
job satisfaction experienced by male employees on the
flexitime and traditional schedules.
3. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by
female employees on flexitime and traditional
schedules.
4. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by Black
employees on flexitime and traditional schedules.
5. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by white
employees on flexitime and traditional schedules.
6. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by older
employees on flexitime and traditional schedules.
7. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by younger
employees on flexitime and traditional schedules.
8. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by more
educated employees on flexitime and traditional
schedules.
9. There was a statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by
employees on flexitime and traditional schedules.10.There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by more
tenured EEOC employees on the flexitime and
traditional schedules.
-4-
11. There was no statistically significant difference
between job satisfaction experienced by low tenure
CEEOC) employees on flexitime and traditional
schedules.
12. There was no statistically significant difference
between job satisfaction experienced by higher paid
employees on flexitime and traditional schedules.
13. There was a statistically significant difference
between job satisfaction experienced by lower-paid
employees on flexitime and traditional schedules.
14. There was a statistically significant difference
between job satisfaction experienced by the high
tenure (present position) employees on flexitime and
traditional schedules.
15. There was no statistically significant difference
between job satisfaction experienced by the low tenure
(present position) employees on flexitime and
traditional schedules.
Implications
The following implications are drawn from the conclusions
reached from the findings of this study.
1. Flexitime scheduling seems to be gaining
acceptance by the federal employees of the U.S.
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission facility
located in Charlotte, North Carolina.
2. Lower-paid federal employees seem to like flexitime
schedules better than traditional schedules.
3. Federal employees with more tenure in their
present positions seem to prefer flexitime
schedules over traditional schedules.
4. Level of education, age, race, and sex of federal
employees had no significant differential effects on
schedule preference.
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There can he no joy in life without joy in work.
St. Thomas Aquinas^
Rationale
When man first began to think of work, he did not think of
his toil in terms of self-actualization and enjoyment. He worked
to provide for his basic needs; food, shelter, and clothing. The
traditions of work were established long before the industrial
revolution in western society. This heritage is discussed at
length by Friedrich Engels in his book. The Origin of the Ikmily,
Private Property, and the State.^
By the middle of the nineteenth century, the industrial
revolution had changed the composition and character of the western
work force, and was the topic of discussion in noted sociological,
psychological, and literary societies. John Stuart Mill and Thomas
Carlyle expressed concern for the new industrialized society and
^John W. Donohue, St. Thomas Aquinas and Education (New
York; Random House, I968), p. 45.
^Friedrich Engels, The Origin of the Family. Private




for the effects the industrialization was having on society. The
industrial revolution, while providing for a larger number of
persons in the work force, a greater number of commodities for
public consumption, and a higher standard of living for some, did
little for the motivation to work and the self-actualization of the
average worker.^
Novelists Upton Sinclair and Charles Dickens vividly
described the plight of many workers endiurlng various degrees of
cruel and inhumane treatment.^
Since the early 1900's, numerous pieces of legislation have
been enacted to provide more tolerable physical environments for
workers, but less has been done in the industrial psychological
field. During the last decade, industrial leaders have come to
believe that sagging production might be stopped by Increasing the
satisfaction that workers receive from their jobs. Some of the
management practices that have been used for years are meeting with
obsolescence. Management is realizing more and more that workers
are human beings and not part of a machine. Innovations have been
made in work scheduling in order to increase Individual satisfaction
in jobs and to bolster the effectiveness of organizations. In some
cases, the alternatives to t3:aditional work hours are limited.
3John Stuart Will, Collected Works of John Stuart Mill
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1963), p. 12; and Thomas
Carlyle, Carlyle*s Complete Works, Illustrated (New York: John W.
Lovell, n.d.), p. 363.
^Martin Price, Dickens: A Collection of Critical Essays
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 196?), p. 184.
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Sometimes the limitations are posed by necessary industrial
processes, the dependence of workers on their peers, union stipu¬
lations, and federal and state laws. However, in spite of curbs,
a great many organizations are revamping their management
philosophies in the area of scheduling work.-5
The use of alternative work schedules attracted the atten¬
tion of a number of Industrial leaders during the 1970's. Some
American businesses are now operating wholly with alternative work
schedules, and others are experimenting in this field. The tradi¬
tional work schedule typically consists of a work day from nine to
five for eight hours per day, five days a week. One type of
alternative work schedule consists of flexitime, or flexible work
hours. Under flexitime, employees have some choice in their starting
and stopping times, but they work a definite number of hours over
some specified length of time. Another type of alternative work
schedule Involves permanent part-time employment. Under this
schedule, the employment is on a regular basis, but the working
periods are shorter than traditional shifts. Still another alterna¬
tive work schedule involves full-time ho\irs which are compressed
into a period shorter than five days; an employee may work four
days, ten hours each day. Other alternative work schedules Involve
staggered hours or the assigning of a definite task.
■5simcha Ronen, Flexible Working Hours; An Innovation in the
Quality of Work Life (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 198I),
p. 82.
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Since job satisfaction is likely to lead to improved job
performance, it is in the interest of employers to improve employee
job satisfaction wherever and whenever possible. Accordingly, a
major issue becomes the possibility of improving workers' job
satisfaction through the use of flexible work schedules.
Evolution and Importance of the Problem
Historically, the motivation to work and the need to woifc
have not followed parallel paths; people have worked not from enjoy¬
ment, but from necessity. Even the father of psychoanalysis, Sigmund
Freud, did not view work as an activity to be enjoyed, but rather
as a thing which had to be endured. In particular, American workers
have been Influenced by the Puritan Work Ethic in a way that
sharply divides work and pleasure (satisfaction).^
Early in the twentieth century, certain Individuals began to
think more about easing workers' job strains. Especially significant
for modem theory was the scientific management movement of
Frederick W. Taylor. He believed that work could be systematically
analyzed and organized on the basis of the same kind of scientific
approach as that utilized by researchers In a laboratory. This
method, Taylor felt, offered the best means for increasing produc¬
tivity, and that Increasing productivity was also a motivating force
for the worker. However, while his approach might admirably suit
^Sigmund Freud, The Standard Mition of the Complete
Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud (London;Hogarth Press,
1955), P. 82.
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the purposes of a profit-oriented management, it often neglected the
human element in the form of the woiicer who, within the Taylor
conceptual framework, was completely identified with the mechanical
forces of production,^
In those applications of management theory "based on Taylor's
thinking, workers often felt that they were subjected to assembly-
line regimentation. In reaction to Taylor's scientific theories,
there emerged more socially and humanistically-oriented theories
which recognized the social and personal elements of the work
situation. In particular, Abraham Maslow emphasized the philosophy
of human motivation. He divided human needs into five categories:
physiological needs; the need to enhance safety; the need to "belong"
and the need for love; the need for preserving and strengthening
self-esteem; and the need for self-actualization.^
According to Ronen, "In Waslow's hierarchy of needs,
extrinsic rewards which would Influence motivation levels are those
which gratify basic needs of the individual, such as adequate shelter,
food, material goods, security benefits, and social Interaction." In
Ronen's opinion, flexible working hours would enhance those needs
"^Frederick W. Taylor, The Principles of Scientific Management
(New York: Harper and Brothers, 1971)» P- 1^”
^Abraham H. Ife-slow, Dominance, Self-Esteem, Self-
Actualization: Germinal Papers of A. H. Maslow (Monterey,
California: Brooks, Cole Publishing Company, 19^2), p. 20?.
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that Maslow Identified as the higher order needs of esteem, autonomy,
and self-actualization.9
Although Maslow first proposed his hierarchy in 19^3» only
in recent years have industrial psychologists attempted to test its
appropriateness as a model for studying motivation in the business
world. Efforts to make working conditions better and to treat
workers as human beings continue, and behavioral scientists have
become more concerned over the effect of the organizational climate
on the degree of job satisfaction experienced by the worker. In his
book. The Applicability of Organizational Sociology. Chris Argyris
pointed out that organizational leaders often overlook the need for
individuals to function in a mature and adult manner. All too often,
working environments are not conducive to the development of
maturity in workers. Workers complain about their lack of control
over their work time. The resulting worker dissatisfaction leads to
high absenteeism, tardiness. Increased turnover, and low morale.^®
Frederick Herzberg, a contemporary exponent of job enrichment,
believes that workers' unhappiness is caused not by what they must
do but by treatment which is often inhumane. He finds that the
things which contribute most to employee dissatisfaction are
truculent company policies and administrative practices, unsavory
^Ronen, Flexible Working Hours, p. 28.
^^Chris Argyris, The Applicability of Organizational
Sociology (Cambridge, England: Cajnbridge University Press, 1972),
p. 138.
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interpersonal relationships, Insufficient salaries, lack of status,
and poor working conditions. These negative factors serve to
produce job dissatisfaction.^^
Along similar lines, Albert Schaffer wrote of the Fulfill¬
ment theory in his book. Understanding Social Problems, that job
satisfaction will Increase as the needs of workers are more and
more satisfied. A fulfilled work life is more likely to result in
12
an employee that is more valuable to his or her employer.
Daniel Yankelovitch and Raymond A. Katzel, in a review of
policy-related research having to do with work productivity and job
satisfaction, pointed out that a worker's definition of success in
a job is undergoing change. Today, there is an increased stress on
the quality of working life. Modern employees not only expect an
adequate wage, but are demanding self-fulfillment in their work.^^
American society increasingly values self-actualization, and
workers at all levels are no longer satisfied with merely earning a
living. Many individuals no longer consider the rate of pay to be
the deciding factor in job satisfaction. If two positions are
l^Frederick Herzberg, The Managerial Choice; To Be
Efficient and To Be Human (Homewood, Illinois: Dow-Jones-Irwin,
1976), p. 203.
Albert Schaffer, Understanding Social Problems (Columbus,
Ohio: Merrill, 1970), p. I65.
^^Daniel Yankelovitch and Raymond A. Katzel, Work Produc¬
tivity and Job Satisfaction: An Evaluation of Policy-Related
Research (Hew York: Psychological Corporation, 1975)» p. 10.
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available and both are within the pay range which will meet the
basic needs of the individual, most workers will opt for the job that
is interesting, challenging, and that offers opportunities for
advancement, even though the pay may be less.^^
The net result of these theories and studies failed to pro¬
vide any guidance into the use of non-traditional scheduling as a
means of researching job satisfaction.
A major concern for professional counselors working in
governmental agencies is to assist in the development of programs
designed to help maximize human potential through work efforts.
Flexitime, as the most important of the alternative work schedules,
will become increasingly Important in the years ahead. Therefore,
knowledge of the effects of flexitime will enhance the process of
professional counseling for both individuals and organizations.
Employees are no longer content to be second-class citizens
in the field of labor. They vrish to be treated by management as
human beings who have lives to live outside their working hours.
Knowledge of flexitime as a method of improving job satisfaction
and employees' efficiency is, therefore, an impoirtant added tool in
the arsenal of management theory and techniques .^-5
l^Ibid., p. 7.
l-5john D. Owen, "Flexitime: Some Problems and Solutions,"
Industrial and Labor Relations Review 30 (January 1977)!l52-l60.
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Management is ‘becoming increasingly concerned with manpower
recruitment. If more employers utilized the system of flexi'ble
work hours, striking individuals could possi'bly augment their income
"by working "between their shifts on a picket line or after hours set
aside for union activities. College students co\ild "be utilized
under flexitime arrangements. Full-time students often need to "be
gainfully employed, and flexi'ble work hours might he more attractive
than part-time hours. Another potential source of employees is
that of housewives who wish to supplement their hus'bands' incomes,
but could not do so if work hours were not sufficiently flexible to
permit them to meet the needs of their children, husbands, and the
household chores. Under flexitime, they could contri'bute to both
the domestic scene and the work world outside the home.^^
Because of changing life styles and attitudes toward work,
employees have created a climate of new needs. In the American
woik force today, many woikers are interested in having work hours
which they can choose in a way consistent with their personal life
needs and patterns. For example, workers seek to Improve their
lives through education or special study. In face of greater
desire of employees for self-actualization, employers will find it
necessary to deviate from the traditional scheduling in order to
create a working atmosphere in which their employees will be more
motivated and in which there will be greater job satisfaction.
l^Ibid., p. 9.
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The writer Intended to fill the gap in the literature with
respect to the differential effects of flexitime of the seven
variables listed in the problem statement. Little research has
been done with regard to the influences that these variables may-
have on the relationship between flexitime and job satisfaction.
S-batement of the Problem
The problem inherent in this study was that of determining
the differences in the relationship between traditional and flexible
work hours and job satisfaction among two groups of federal employees.
Specifically, those workers in traditional time schedules
were compared with those working in flexible time schedules. It
was anticipated that job satisfaction would be significantly greater
for those involved in the flexible time schedules.
Some subproblems were generated through consideration of such
demographic -variables as: (l) sex, (2) race, (3) age, (4), education,
(5) tenure in the organization, (6) paygrade classification, and
(7) tenure in present position. Of special interest was whether or
not these -variables might differentiate the relationship between
flexitime and job satisfaction.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study -was to test the following null hypoth¬
eses:
11
1. There Is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of those employees on flexitime
and those employees on traditional schedule.
2. There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of male employees on flexitime
and male employees on traditional schedule.
3. There is no statistically significant difference between
mean job satisfaction scores of female employees on flexitime
and female employees on traditional schedule.
4. There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of Black employees on flexitime
and Black employees on traditional schedule.
5. There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of White employees on flexitime
and White employees on traditional schedule.
6. There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of older employees on flexitime
and older employees on traditional schedule.
7. There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of younger employees on flexitime
and younger employees on traditional schedule.
8. There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of the more educated employees
on flexitime and the more educated employees on traditional
schedule.
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9. There Is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of the less educated employees
on flexitime and the less educated employees on traditional
schedule.
10. There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of the more tenured employees
on flexitime and the more tenured employees on traditional
schedule.
11. There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of the less tenured employees
on flexitime and less tenured employees on traditional schedule.
12. There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of higher-paid employees on
flexitime and higher-paid employees on traditional schedule.
13. There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of lower-paid employees on
flexitime and lower-paid employees on traditional schedule.
14. There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of the more tenured employees
(present position) on flexitime and the more tenured employees
(present position) on traditional schedule.
15. There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of less tenured employees
(present position) on flexitime and the less tenured employees
(present position) on traditional schedule.
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Each of these fifteen hypotheses was tested using the JoId
Descriptive Index (JDl) data and the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission (EEOG) Attitude Survey Questionnaire data.
Definition of Terms
A number of terms were of special Importance to the study.
They are defined below.
EEOG Attitude Survey Questionnaire. An instrument used in
the study to survey the attitudes of EEOC employees with respect
to their jobs at the North Carolina facility.
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC). The Commis¬
sion of concern in the study was the one located at Charlotte,
North Carolina. Its structure consists of nine Units: Backlog,
Continued Investigation and Conciliation, Equal Pay Act/Age
Discrimination in Employment Act, Fact Finding, Hearings, Intake,
Legal, Operations Services, and Systemic.
Flexitime. A mode of work-time scheduling in which all
employees have a scheduled eight-hour tour of duty with at least
thirty minutes allowed for lunch. Employees are allowed a
thirty-minute glide on either side of the agreed-upon arrival
time, provided that the full number of required hours is worked
after arrival. Employees who work longer than the normal work
day, upon approval of supervisors, are entitled to a reduction,
by a corresponding amount of time, of the normal work day
requirement on a subsequent day within the same pay period.
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This credited time is limited to five credit hours per pay period
and to te used in the same pay period in which it is earned.
Joh Descriptive Index (JDl). A multidimensional measure of
joh satisfaction used in the study. The dimensions are attitude
toward pay, promotion, co-workers, immediate supervisors, and
work. This instrument was used to obtain, in addition to the
EEOC Attitude Survey Questionnaire, a second measure of jot)
satisfaction.
Job Satisfaction. According to Ronen, job satisfaction may
be defined as follows:
A sense of well-being at work might be termed job satis¬
faction, while the successful interaction between woifc and
non-work domains would contribute to life satisfaction. A
level of satisfaction in one domain does not necessaidly
imply the same level of satisfaction in the other.
Job satisfaction was defined operationally as a score obtained on
either the EEOC Attitude Survey Questionnaire or the Job Descrip¬
tive Index (JDl).
Traditional Work Hours. The typical 8:30 a.m. to 5*00 p.m.
work shift, with a thirty-minute lunch break.
Backlog Unit. The Unit which receives those charges received
prior to January 29, 1979• The Management Review Group (MRG)
directs and monitors the processing of backlog charges. Its
functions are to (a) select charges to be Included in various
phases of the backlog process, (b) establish time-frames.
17Ronen, Flexible Working Hours, p. 8.
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(c) review backlog processing data or purpose of taking appro¬
priate action when processing requirements are not being met, and
(d) review each file selected for processing.
Continued Investigation and Conciliation Unit. This Unit
determines the merits of each charge assigned to it through
extended investigation and application of Commission decision
precedents to the facts of each case; ensures that reasonable
cause determinations conform to the standards of litigation
worthiness; attempts, based on reasonable cause determination,
to eliminate unlawful employment practices by Informal methods
of conciliation; and, as required, provides investigation
services to federal departments and agencies for investigation
of EEC complaints filed with such departments and agencies.
Equal Fay Act/Age Discrimination in Employment Unit. This
Unit receives complaints filed under the Equal Pay Act (EPA) and
the Age Discrimination in Employment Act (ADEA); attempts
Informal conciliation, including fact-finding conferences;
conducts limited and full investigations; determines the merits
of each complaint; counsels parlies to mutually agreeable terms
of settlement; ensures that determinations of violations conform
to litigation worthiness standards; and, where appropriate,
recommends litigation action.
Fact Finding Unit. This Unit may require a fact-finding
conference with the parties prior to a determination on a charge
of discrimination. The conference is intended to investigate and
l6
define the Issues, to determine which elements are undisputed,
to resolve those issues that can he iresolved, and to ascertain
where there is a basis for negotiated settlement of a charge.
Hearings Unit. The Hearings Unit provides hearing services
for federal employees' complaints under Section 71? of Title
VII, EPA, ADEA, or Section 501 of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973, when requested by a federal department or agency.
Intake Unit. This Unit receives telephone inquiries and
visitors to the District Office. The Intake personnel perform
preliminary screening and counseling to elicit information
minimally adequate to determine a Title VII and EPA/ADEA basis.
Where the caller presents a problem clearly not covered by
Title VII, the Intake personnel explain why the Commission is
unable to assist, and, using the resources of the District
Office, there is an attempt to refer the caller to another
potential source for assistance.
Legal Unit. The Legal Unit provides legal advice to and
consults with compliance and administrative staff to assure
sufficiency of investigations, settlements, determinations,
and resolutions; reviews failures of conciliation and recommends
to the General Counsel specific cases for Commission considera¬
tion for litigation under Title VII, EPA, and ADEA in the
federal court system; conducts settlement conferences in appro¬
priate cases and attempts to reach pre-trial resolution of
issues of unlawful employment discrimination; and conducts
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litigation of Title VII, EPA, and ADEA cases in the federal
courts under the supervision of the General Counsel.
Operations Services Unit. This Unit maintains a record and
reporting system to assure proper control of records regarding
cases processed "by the staff of the office and to assure
accurate reports; provides sufficient administrative support
to the staff of the office, with guidance from Headquarters,
with respect to office budget, space, personnel, supplies, etc.;
provides administrative suppor*t to the area offices; and
responds to charging parties and respondents to ensure effec¬
tive communication regarding the status of charges.
Systemic Unit. The Systemic Unit applies approved standards
for the selection of subjects for systemic inquiry. It shall
be sufficient for the Commission to institute a systemic
proceeding that a respondent meet certain standards for selec¬
tion. These standards include;
a. Employers or other persons subjected to Title VII
who continue in effect policies and practices which result
in low utilization of available minorities and/or women
despite the clear obligation in Title VII to fairly recruit,
hire, and promote such persons,
b. Employers or other persons subjected to Title VII
who employ a substantially smaller proportion of minorities
and/or women in their higher-paid job categories than in
their lower-paid job categories.
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c. Employers (l) who, because of expanding employment
or significant turnover rates, even if the employer's work
force is stable or in retrenchment, are likely to have
substantial numbers of employment opportunities, and (2)
whose practices may not provide available minorities and
women with fair access to those opportunities.
limitations of the Study
Sources of the data for this investigation were limited to
the JDI and EEOC Attitude Survey Questionnaire responses of 100
Black and White full-time federal employees at the U.S. Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission, Charlotte, North Carolina, during
the 1981-1982 calendar year.
1. It is recognized that the responses of these
federal employees may not be representative of all federal
employees; however, the findings of this investigation may
offer broad hypotheses for more representative future research.
2. The data relating to the variables investigated were
based on self-reports. No attempt was made to verify the
accuracy of these perceptions.
3. Nevertheless, several characteristics of the study
functioned to minimize extraneous sources of variance in the
subject's scores. These factors include: (l) responses were
made anonymously; (2) motivation to "make a good impression"
or to give socially approved responses was minimal, as the vast
19
majority of the subjects were not known to the investigator;
(3) negative responses had no foreseeable negative repercus¬
sions for the subjects; and (4) the "forced choice" pattern
was employed.
4. This is an ongoing study.
To the extent the procedures employed failed to prevent
the subjects from distorting their true feelings, the study's find¬
ings will represent a restricted view of reality.
Setting of the Study
The setting of the study was the U.S. Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission, Charlotte District Office, Charlotte,
North Carolina.
This Commission was created by Title VII of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 24l j 42 U.S.C. 200A) and became operational
July 2, 1965- Title VII was amended by the Equal Employment
Opportunity Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 103).
The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission has two purposes
(1) to end discrimination based on race, color, religion, sex, or
national origin in hiring, promotion, firing, wages, testing,
training, apprenticeship, and all other conditions of employment,
and (2) to promote voluntary action programs by employing unions and
community organizations to put equal employment into actual oper¬
ation.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE RELATED
LITERATURE AKD RESEARCH
In reviewing the professional literature, the decision
was made to concentrate on reports of research efforts that most
closely paralleled this study in both focus and design. This
meant that the search should probe investigations dealing with
alternative work schedules, flexitime, race and sex differences,
all with respect to job satisfaction.
Alternative Work Schedules
Management, labor, and government are all interested in
alternative work schedules. Technological discoveries have
changed the relationship between the employee and his work, and
the change has been an impoverishment. Workei?s complain of incon¬
venient or excessive work hours, and periods of work often greatly
interfere with family life. Most employees would like to have
some control over their hours of work. Alternative work
schedules have come into prominence because they have improved
the relationship between the work place and the employee.^
^Robert P. Quinn and Graham L. Staines, Quality of Employ¬




Alternative work schedules have improved the operation
of many businesses; they offer some help to management in find¬
ing solutions in many personnel and production areas. Manage¬
ment has found that there can be harmony between the needs of
2
industry and human needs.
Alternative work schedules are oriented to the future.
They will be much more widely used in years to come. Some state
and federal legislation orders greater experimentation with the
new schedules. These schedules, however, cannot be used in all
businesses, and there are certain employees who do not want
them to be put into effect.^
The basic results of the study were as follows;
1. Alternative work schedules have been employed by
management, labor, and government to improve employees' job
satisfaction.
2. Alternative work schedules have come into prominence
because they have improved the relationship between the work
place and the employee.
3. Alternative work schedules help offer some solutions
to help business and governmental agencies in finding
solutions in personnel and production areas.
2d. Marie, Adapting Work Hours to Modern Needs (Geneva,
Switzerland; International Labor Office, 1977)» P* 65.
^Allan Cohen and Herman Gadon, Alternative Work Schedules;
Integrating Individual and Organizational Heeds (Reading. Massa-
chusetts; Addlson-Wesley, 1978), p. 99-
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4. Congress has enacted legislation that will give
greater experimentation with the new alternative woifc
schedules.
Flexitime
Flexitime is probably the most popular of the alternative
woifc schedules. In 1977» some 13 to 15 percent of American
industrial organizations used flexible woifc hours, an innovation
first introduced to the United States in 1972. Flexitime has
been tried in all of the major types of industry and in all sizes
of operations.^
Flexitime has been used to a greater extent in Europe
than it has in the United States. This alternative work schedule
was first introduced in Germany, and now that country has 10 to
15 percent of all workers beneflttlng by use of this schedule.
In Switzerland, about 40 percent of all employees are using
flexible working hours.
Flexitime procedures are themselves flexible. The amount
that a worker can alter his schedule and the number of times he
can do this during a specified time can vary. The majority of
^Stanley D. Nollen and Virginia H. Martin, Alternative
Work Schedules, Part 1; Flexitime (New York: Amacon, 1978),
p. 560.
•^Archibald Evans, "Alternative Work Schedules: A
European Overview," Journal of the College and University
Personnel Association 28 (Summer 1977):30-42.
23
these programs allow a worker to vary his schedule daily. Some¬
times the employee must get his superior's permission in advance.
In most of the programs, workers are expected to work eight
hours per day. In a few of the programs, workers can carry
over or torrow hou3:?s during weeks or pay periods. Most of the
programs require workers to be present perhaps six hours in the
middle of the day. These time periods are called core hours.^
Ifenagement has usually found that half of the woikers
under flexitime change their arrival and departure hours. Many
of these employees come to work earlier than they did when they
were under traditional scheduling.Once workers have established
a work pattern, they tend to adhere to it.® In cases where
employees are allowed permission to carry over and boirrow time,
about half of the workers avail themselves of this opportunity.^
Industry has found that few workers abuse flexible hours, even
though time keeping is on the honor system.^®
^Wollen and Martin, Alternative Work Schedules, p. 72.
n
'Robert Golemblewski and Carl W. Proehl, "A Survey of
Empirical Literature in Flexible Work Hours: Character and
Consequences of a Major Innovation," Academy of Management Review
3 (October 1978):837-853.
O
°Oscar Mueller and Muriel Cole, "Concept Wins Converts
at Federal Agency," Monthly Labor ReTd.ew 100 (February 1977)!
71-7^.
Q
^Michael A. Hopp and C. R. Sommerstad, "Reaction at Com¬
puter Firm: More Pluses than Minuses," Monthly Labor Review 100
(Fbbruary 1977)5 69-71
l^Richard A. Winett and Michael S. Neale, "Modifying Set¬
tings as a Strategy for Permanent, Preventive Behavior Change:
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Perhaps the greatest benefit coming from the use of
flexitime is its boost in employee morale. When workers on
flexitime are asked if they would prefer to return to tradi¬
tional hours, 85 percent of them typically say that they would
prefer to continue on the flexible hours schedule.
Another advantage of flexitime is that it allows
employees to plan their coming and going so that they need not
be traveling during the times of greatest traffic congestion.
Such flexibility not only saves time, it also relieves anxiety
about arriving at work at a rigidly specified tlme.^^
Many workers find that flexitime Improves their family
life. Employees are better able to cooidlnate their woik
schedules and schedules imposed by family life. This improve¬
ment in scheduling is especially evident in families where there
are two workers. Employees on flexitime tend to spend more time
Flexible Work Schedules and Family Life as a Case Point," Ed
P. Kardy and J. Steffen, Toward a Psychology of Therapeutic
Maintenance (New York: Gardner Press, 1979)» P* 9^5•
^^Robert Golemblewski, Rick Hilles, and Munro Kagno, "A
Longitudinal Study of Flexitime Effects: Some Consequences of an
OD Structural Intervention," Journal of Applied Behavioral Sci¬
ence 10 (June 1974):503-532.
12yj_rginia Scheln, Elizabeth Ife-urer, and Jan F. Novak,
"Impact of Flexible Working Hours on Productivity," Journal of
Applied Psychology 62 (August 1977):463-465.
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with other memhers of their families than do workers on tradi¬
tional scheduling.^3
Some advantages of flexitime to employers are less
absenteeism, tardiness, and worker turnover. Surveys have
shown that productivity is increased when flexitime is used, an
increase that is typical of many of the businesses surveyed.
In some studies, it has been found that the increase
in productivity is from 10 to 15 percent. The gains in produc¬
tion are attributed to workeirs taking fewer paid absences and
being idle less time during working hoixrs; meetings of workers
and calls by supervisors need not take place during core hours.
There is also a gain in production when workers are satisfied
with their jobs and when their morale is high.
In one study, half to three-quarters of the firms sur¬
veyed reported that absenteeism was reduced under flexitime, the
ic
reduction in some cases being as high as 50 percent. In
another study, half of the firms surveyed reported that worker
Virginia Martin, Hours of Work When Workers Gan Choose
(Washington, D.G.: Business and Professional Women's Foundation,
1975), P. 1^0.
l4Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, Flexible
Work Hours Experiment (New York: Port Authority, 1975), p. I8l.
Administrative Management Society, Flexitime Programs
(Committee of 500 Survey) (Willow Grove, Pennsylvania: Admin¬
istrative Management Society, 1978), p. 355*
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turnover was lessened.Researchers have found that tardiness
17
Is no great prohlem under flexitime. '
Firms using flexitime typically find that recruiting
18
woifcers is easier, and that their overtime costs are reduced.
19
All "businesses, however, do not profit from these "benefits. ^
The amount of the "benefit depends on the la"bor maifcets in the
pA
various Industrial centers and the type of "business operation.
First-line supervisors make up the most important element
when the success of flexitime programs is considered. When
employers discuss the pro"blems that arise from the use of
flexi"ble work scheduling, they say that these pro'blems are
mainly in coverage, communication, and scheduling. These diffi¬
culties arise because employees may not "be working at a specific
time during the working day. Difficulties may also arise "because
supervision is necessary for a longer period each day. On the
other hand, better coverage and work scheduling are often
possl"ble where some employees are at work for more hours during
^^Gynthia Fields, "'Varla"ble Work Hours—The Experience,"
Personnel Journal 53 (Septem"ber 197^) s 675-678.
^’^Ro'bert A. Zawackl and Jason S. Johnson, "Alternative
Work Week Schedules: One Company's Experience with Flexitime,"
Supervisory Management 21 (June 1976):15-19•
^%ollen and Martin, Alternative Work Schedules, p. 78.
^^Martin, Hours of Work, p. 5*
20Mueller and Cole, "Concept Wins Converts," p. 71-7^.
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the woifeing day. Supervisors themselves, when they speak as
employees, often favor flexible working hours.
Under flexitime, some supervisors feel that they have
lost some of their control over workers. Flexitime does give
to workers some decision-making options that, under a tradi¬
tional work schedule, would he the province of supervisors.
Under a flexible work schedule, a supervisor is more a positive
planner than authoritarian obstacle. Employees, if they know
and understand the problems that management faces, will usually
work with the supervisors in improving coverage. If workers
are faced with a return to a traditional work schedule, they
will often set boundaries to their flexibility in order to keep
21
working under flexitime.
There are a number of problems related to the use of
flexitime. When a firm decides to use a flexible woik schedule,
perhaps 45 percent of the workers will be on flexitime. If an
organization has used traditional scheduling of woik hours, it
may be difficult to adopt flexitime practices without redesigning
the whole labor setting. Companies which have continuous-process
procedures may also find difficulty in using flexitime. Flexi¬
time is not recommended where workers are highly dependent on
^^Lee Allen Graf, "An Analysis of the Effect of Flexible
Working Hours on the Management Functions of the First-Line
Supervisor," D.B.A. Disseirtatlon, Mississippi State University,
1976, p. 46.
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fellow woifcers; neither is it feasible where skilled workers are
not easily interchangeable or in industries where there is a
high output criticality. Some businesses cannot operate when
22
workers arrive and leave at unspecified hours.
Even when flexitime may seem unfeasible, there are never¬
theless certain conditions which may facilitate its use. Even
where there is a great deal of worker interdependence, workers
can become more Interchangeable if they receive training for
jobs in addition to their specified one. Sometimes high output
criticality can be eased by making special arrangements with
suppliers of raw goods and the customers who use the finished
products.If not unduly expensive or inefficient, a firm may
design specific jobs or enlarge certain workers' jobs along
principles of flexitime. A change may also be made in assembly
lines. Lines that are mechanically paced may be changed to work
groups that are unpaced. When a firm is considering the use of
flexitime, it must ask Itself if it is prudent to make necessary
changes in its technology and if it will be profitable to the
company to make these changes.2^
^^Ralph A. Lee and McEwan W. Young, "The Factor Method
of Calculating Discretion in a Flexible Work Hour Schedule,"
Journal of Management Studies 15 (October 1978):265-284.
23owen, "Flexitime: Problems and Solutions," p. 152-160.
oh,
McEwan W. Young, "Application of Flexible Working Hours
to Continuous Shift Production," Personnel Review 7 (Summer 1978)
12-29.
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Most unions do not wholeheartedly support flexitime.
Some union leaders fear that flexible work schedules can leaxi
to a subtle kind of exploitation by management. These same
leaders say that management often has the power to force
employees to choose work schedules which will benefit the firm
and not be to the workers' liking. Unions also suspect that
flexitime may be used to decrease overtime pay. They are
particularly wary of the most flexible schedules because they
feel that, under these working conditions, management rather than
the worker profits.
Most unions feel that, in firms profiting from flexi¬
time methods, the employees should share in the additional
benefits.^-5 Some unions have agreed that flexitime gives workers
more control over their work hours and some unions have included
flexible work hours as part of their demands on industry.
The investigators found the following;
1. Evidence that flexitime programs have been used by
American industrial organizations some 13 to 15 percent during
the period 1977 to the present.
2. Evidence that tended to indicate flexitime has been
used to a greater extent in Europe than in the United States.
^■^Karen Legge, "Flexible Working Hours—Panacea or
Placebo," I-lanagement Decision 12 (February 197^)s264-280.
2%ollen and Martin, Alternative Work Schedules, p. 45.
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3. Evidence that flexitime programs reduced absentee¬
ism, tardiness, worfcer turnover, and Increased employee
morale.
4. Evidence that some companies which have continuous-
processing procedures may also find difficulty in using
flexitime schedules.
5. Evidence that union leaders fear that flexitime work
schedules can lead to a subtle kind of exploitation by manage¬
ment; unions also suspect that flexitime schedules may be
used to decrease overtime pay.
6. Evidence that supervisors feel that flexitime programs
give them no control over their workers.
Some studies were reviewed having to do with the impact
of flexitime on job satisfaction and the Impact of sex and race
on job satisfaction. These will be considered next.
Flexitime and Job Satisfaction
Hicks and Klimoskl studied the impact of flexitime on
employee attitudes. Data were collected from two companies in
central Ohio. The participating employees were placed into one
of two groups: fixed-hour and flexitime. The examination of
the data did not support the traditional view of flexitime
consequences for work satisfaction or leisure satisfaction.
However, employees working under a flexitime schedule reported
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certain other improvements, such as easier travel and parking, a
smaller amount of inter-role conflict, an increased feeling of
being In control in the work setting, and more opportunity for
leisure activities. The most surprising finding dealt with the
lack of significant differences between the flexitime groups and
the fixed-hour groups on work satisfaction measures.^7
Orpen, in his study of the effect of flexible working
hours on employee satisfaction and performance, came to somewhat
different conclusions than did Hicks and Klimoski. The effect
of flexible working hours on employee satisfaction was investi¬
gated in a field experiment conducted in a federal agency among
64 clerical employees who were randomly assigned to either
flexible or fixed working hours for six months. Flexitime caused
a significant Increase in satisfaction but had negligible effects
on performance, whether assessed by ratings or output. It was
concluded that flexible woiklng hours may have more advantages
than problems for work organizations as a way of impro-ving the
quality of working life, particularly in that it is a system
pO
relatively inexpensive to introduce. °
Rainey and Wolfe, in a study of short-term and long-term
benefits of flexitime, indicated that much field research now
2'^Wllllam D. Hicks and Richard J. Klimoski, "The Impact
of Flexitime on Employee Attitudes," Academy of Management Journal
34, 2 (June I98I):333-3^1.
^^Christopher Orpen, "Effect of Flexible Working Hours on
Employee Satisfaction and Performance: A Field Experiment,"
Journal of Applied Psychology 66, 1 (Febaruary I98I):113-115•
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alleges to demonstrate that flexible work hours can improve
organizational performance, employee satisfaction and produc¬
tivity, and management/employee relations, but that research
depends on subjective measures and ignores Important dimensions
of organizational behavior. In an experiment at the U.S. Social
Security Administration, flexitime elicited generally favorable
subjective evaluations, but objective indicators of performance
and employee commitment produced mixed results. There were also
some signs of declining supervisor/employee rapport. Four
caveats were issued to future researchers: (l) flexitime may
augment the intrinsic rewards of work already enjoyed by white
collar employees, while refocusing on the relative attractiveness
of domestic life for blue collar workers, (2) the gains illus¬
trated in prior research may reflect a "Hawthorne" effect,
(3) future research must encompass the effects of the complete
woifc environment, and (4) managers who rely on poorly conceived
field research to test flexitime will have long-term problems.^9
McCarthy noted that management views flexitime as an
Investment in human resources and that unions are beginning to
view it with more satisfaction and approval. The author cites
recent studies indicating that the success rate for flexitime
programs is high (some 92-97 percent) and that it appears to
^^Gienn W. Rainey and Lawrence Wolfe, "Flex-Time: Shorf-
Term Benefits: Long-Term....?" Pablic Administration Review 4, 1
(January/February 198I):52-63.
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improve employee morale. McCarthy cites studies which indicate
that flexitime contributes to organizational effectiveness, that
productivity is Improved as a result. She notes that successful
flexitime programs must be well planned, and what problems arise
are usually due to poor supervision or coverage.
Harvey and Luthans carried out an empirical analysis of
flexitime, using it as a control variable. The daily flexitime
group exhibited a highly significant Increase in satisfaction
with work. The satisfaction of the staggered hours group was
about the same for both work and supervision. With regard to
woifc satisfaction, analysis of variance indicated that the flexi¬
time group differed significantly from the staggered and fixed
groups on the post-test mean scores. Concerning satisfaction with
supervision, the pre-test scores indicated only a small differ¬
ence among groups. Dally flexitime had a highly favorable
effect on satisfaction, including work and supervision. Although
the data were Incomplete, there appeared to be a favorable effect
on absenteeism, turnover, and performance. The staggered hoiirs
group showed no improvement in either work or supervision satis¬
faction, while absenteeism and turnover definitely did not improve.
In general, it was concluded that giving employees more control
over jobs will have a beneficial effect.^^
30Maureen McCarthy, "Should Your Firm Consider the Flexi¬
time Alternative?" Industrial Engineer 13, 1 (January 198l):49-57»
89.
3%arron H. Harvey and Fred Luthans, "Flexitime: An
Empirical Analysis of Its Real Meaning and Impact," MSU Business
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Conclusions reached in the studies on the impact of flexi¬
time on job satisfaction were:,
1. No significant differences were found between the
flexitime groups and the fixed-hour groups on work satis¬
faction measures.
2. Flexitime caused a significant increase in satis¬
faction but had negligible effects on performance, whether
assessed by rating or output.
3. Ifenagers who rely on poorly conceived field research
to test flexitime will have long-term problems.
4. Flexitime programs must be well planned, and what
problems arise are usually due to poor supervision or
coverage.
5. Giving employees more control over jobs through flexi¬
time schedules will have a beneficial effect.
Race and Sex Differences on Job Satisfaction
Bartel sought to determine what can account for the
observed race differences in the individual's feelings about the
job as a whole. Data were taken from the 1966, I969. a-nd 1971
National Longitudinal Surveys of Mature Men. A number of
measures of job satisfaction were construed. The results of the
analysis indicated that the size of the racial differential in
Topics 27, 3 (Summer 1979)!31-36.
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jot satisfaction cannot te predicted a priori. Although Blacks
did earn lower full wages than Whites and should have "been less
satisfied, discrimination may have caused Blacks to he satisfied
with less. In the case of older men, this direct effect of race
on job satisfaction is dominant and becomes increasingly
32
important as time goes on.-'^
Weaver employed multiple regression analysis of a sample
made up of three Independently conducted U.S. national surveys
for the purpose of estimating the correlation of eight variables
with job satisfaction among Blacks and Whites. Correlations
were not large, but the results were very similar for both races;
(l) with other variables controlled, age was the strongest
predictor of job satisfaction; and (2) social class, work auton¬
omy, sex, and education showed no effects; family Income,
supervisory position, and occupational prestige correlated with
job satisfaction among the Whites, but these relationships among
the Blacks were not statistically significant.^^
Bartol, Evans, and Smith reviewed empirical studies
dealing with ethnic differences among organizational leaders.
Three areas of major Importance in leadership settings were
^^Ann P. Bartel, "Race Differences in Job Satisfaction;
A Reappraisal," Journal of Human Resources l6, 2 (Spring 1981);
294-303.
^^Charles N. Weaver, "Black-White Correlates of Job
Satisfaction," Journal of Applied Psychology 63, 2 (April 1978);
255-258.
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focused on: (l) leader behavior, (2) leader potential and job
performance, and (3) job attitudes and job satisfaction.
Ethnic factors were found to affect all three areas, although
Black and White leaders appeared similar in many respects. A
major conclusion was that there is a need for more research on
ethnic differences as they related to almost every facet of
leadership investigation.^^
Jones and James studied Black and White differences in
work environment perceptions and job satisfaction and its
correlates. Their study compared Black and White sailors
assigned to the same shipboard divisions in order to investigate
possible differences in perceived work conditions, satisfaction,
need strength, and relationships among these variables. The
study explored two hypothesized sources of race related satis¬
faction differences—differences in perceived work conditions and
differences in need strength. The results tended to support the
need strength hypothesis. Although satisfaction differences
were fewer than expected, in general many of the expected race
related differences were not evident. Black sailors were found
to have a more positive attitude toward the Wavy than their White
counterparts.
3^athiyn M. Bartol, Charles L. Evans, and Melvin T.
Smith, "Black Versus White Leaders: A Comparative Review of the
Literature," Academy of Management Review 3# 2 (April 1978):293-304.
3-5Allan P. Jones and James Lawrence, "Black-White Differ¬
ences in Work Environment Perceptions and Job Satisfaction and Its
Correlates," Personnel Psychology 30, 1 (Spring 1977):5-l6.
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Mllutinovich studied Black-White differences in joh
satisfaction, group cohesiveness, and leadership style. Data
from three organizations (460 persons in all) were used to
compare the job satisfaction, group cohesiveness, and percep¬
tion of leadership style of Black and White, blue collar and
white collar, and male and female workers in a stratified
matched sample. The results of the study suggested some differ¬
ences in work attitudes between Black and White woikers. The
most dissatisfied group of workers were the Black white collar
females when compared with their White counterparts. However,
for some occupational classes, differences of work attitudes
seemed minimal. It was concluded that the relationship between
race and job attitudes is very complex, that no broad stereotype
assumptions can be made for all Blacks, that it can be assumed
that workers from minority groups and White workers approach
their jobs with different frames of reference.^^
Kavanagh and Halpem studied the impact of job level and
sex differences on the relationship between life and job satis¬
faction. Questionnaire data were collected from 4ll university
employees at three job levels to test two hypotheses relative to
the difference in the relationship between job and life satis¬
faction for males and females. The female respondents reported
^^Jugoslav Mllutinovich, "Black-White Differences in Job
Satisfaction, Group Cohesiveness, and Leadership Style," Human
Relations 30, 12 (December 1977):1079-108?.
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significant relationships between their attitudes about their
jobs and their lives, a significant change from surveys
conducted by other researchers in previous years. Ebcplanations
for the difference involved attitudinal changes in females as
a result of women's liberation movements, differences in
organizational environments across samples, differences in
types of employees, and changes in mean life and job satis¬
faction. It was found that there was a downward trend in the
relationship between job and life satisfaction as job level
increases.
Bartol studied the sex structuring of organizations and
possible causes. She reviewed the literature in three areas of
importance to leadership research investigating sex difference:
(l) leadership behavior style, (2) job satisfaction, and (3) job
performance. In the first area, she found similarity in the
leadership behavior of males and females, but it was difficult
to reach a consensus in the other two areas.
Weaver conducted a study to determine the correlation
between job satisfaction and happiness. Data were obtained from
four independently drawn U.S. national surveys. Partial
^'^Mlchael J. Kavanagh and Mlchale Halpern, "The Impact
of Job Level and Sex Differences on the Relationship Between Life
and Job Satisfaction," Academy of Management Journal 20, 1 (March
1977):66-73.
^^Kathryn M. Bartol, "The Sex Structuring of Organi¬
zations: A Search for Possible Causes," Academy of I^Ianagement
Review 3f ^ (October 1978):805-815.
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correlation was conducted separately by occupational categories
for White male and female full-time workers to estimate the
relationship between job satisfaction and global happiness when
the effects of satisfaction experienced in other areas of life—
age, education, Income, and occupational prestige—were removed.
The findings suggested that happiness is a generalized phenomenon
in which employees are either generally satisfied or generally
dissatisfied with most areas of their lives. The study implied
that job satisfaction may not be uniquely Important to the over¬
all happiness of most employees.
Fry and Greenfield investigated differences in police¬
women's and policemen's attitudes in one large midwestern police
department. Data were obtained from 529 male and 21 female
patrol officers by means of questionnaires, including the short
form of the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire, and l4 items
of role conflict and ambiguity as constructed by Rizzo, House,
and Lirtzman. Results indicated no significant differences in
attitudes on measures of organization commitment, job satis¬
faction, work anxiety, role conflict, and role ambiguity. The
results supported the argument that personal and organizational
factors are stronger predictors of attitudes in the work place
40
than is gender.
39Gharles N. Weaver, "Job Satisfaction as a Component of
Happiness Among Ifeles and Females," Personnel Psychology 31t 4
(Winter 1978);831-840.
^^Louls W. Fry and Sue Greenfield, "An Examination of
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In a survey conducted by the consulting firm of Heldrlck
and Struggles, it was revealed that women officers of leading
U.S. corporations who were married averaged more time per week
on the job than non-married counterparts, are as satisfied with
their career programs, and derived greater pleasure from their
work. However, they received lower cash compensation. Other
findings include: (l) more than four out of ten women officers
with husbands and children reported that their families exerted
just "average" Influence on career decisions; (2) twenty percent
of this group felt that they could not move geographically, but
one-third declared that they were ready and eager to move if
necessary; (3) married women officers tended to be more supportive
of women's Issues than unmarried ones; and (4) married women
found money, title, challenge, and level of the reporting relation¬
ship less Important than did unmarried women.
Fetters studied women in the accounting field to test
whether they are less career-oriented than their male counterparts
and whether they have the requisite personality characteristics
to succeed in accounting. The study interviewed 20 professionals
from a major accounting firm. Career commitment was judged by
Attltudinal Differences Between Policewomen and Policemen,"
Journal of Applied Psychology 65, 1 (February I98O):123-126.
^^Heldrlck and Struggles, Consulting Firm, "Working
Wives Like Jobs More, Survey of Officers Shows," Industrial
Management 2, 3 (May/June 1979):32.
4l
itivatlon, work values, and job satisfaction, while the
jquisite personality characteristics focused on willingness
) take risks, decisiveness, analytical ability, ambition, and
;gressiveness. Sex was found to be an insignificant factor in
:plaining motivational differences. Work values between both
jxes were very similar, with men emphasizing doing a good
x)fesslonal job and women stressing intrinsic feeling of worth,
allowed by doing a good professional job. In regard to person-
Lity characteristics, women perceived themselves as having the
ralts needed to succeed.^2
Sauser Investigated the hypothesis that observed sex
Lfferences in job satisfaction are not due to the Influence of
5x, but to the effects of several variables co-varylng with
5X. The sample consisted of 15^ male and 326 female state
jvernment woikers. The subjects answered a two-part question-
lire consisting of a biographical information blank and the Job
3scriptlve Index (JDl). A multi-variate analysis of variance
idicated significant differences in biographical data between
lies and females. A multi-variate analysis of variance,
jnorlng co-variate variables, showed a significant sex differ-
ice in overall job satisfaction. When adjustments were made
Dr the CO-variates, a significant sex difference in overall job
^^Mlchael L. Fetters, "Women on the Audit Staff: Dispell-
ig Some Myths," l^ssachusetts CPA Review 53» 6 (November/December):
L, 36.
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satisfaction remained. Results suggested that an employee's
sex is not the major determinant of job satisfaction, with a
number of other variables probably modifying the sex-job satis¬
faction relationship.
The basic results of the studies on race and sex differ¬
ences on job satisfaction were:
1. EJvidence tended to indicate in the case of older
men that this direct effect of race on job satisfaction is
dominant and becomes increasingly Important as time goes on.
2. Evidence tended to Indicate family income, super¬
visory position, and occupational prestige correlated with
job satisfaction among the Whites, but these relationships
among the Blacks were not statistically significant.
3. Evidence tended to indicate a need for more research
on ethnic differences as they related to almost every facet
of leadership investigation.
4. Evidence tended to support the argument that personal
and organizational factors are stronger predictors of
attitudes in the work place than is gender.
5. Evidence tended to Indicate that an employee's sex
is not the major determinant of job satisfaction, with a
^3william I. Sauser, "Sex Differences in Job Satisfaction:
A Re-Examlnatlon," Personnel Psychology 3» 3 (Autumn 1978):537-54?.
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number of other -variables probably modifying the sex-job
satisfaction relationship.
Summary of the Related Literature
The literature re-view indicated that alternative work
schedules and flexitime in particular have been effective and well
received by management. Although the results are not always
consistent and there is a need for further research, the effec¬
tiveness of flexitime on job satisfaction is significant and
positive in numerous studies. Race and sex differences, with
regard to job satisfaction, are in many instances not signif¬
icant and the consensus, with regard to these two variables being
part of other variables, was that they were of greater Importance




This study was designed to determine the effects of
flexible woife hours on the job satisfaction of a select group
of federal employees of the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission facility located in Charlotte, North Carolina. It
was to determine whether or not the variables of sex, race,
age, education, tenure in the organization, paygrade classi¬
fication, and tenure in present position Influenced flexitime
with respect to job satisfaction. Specifically, the population
(subjects), instruments employed for gathering the data, the
collection and analysis of data are discussed in this chapter.
Fifteen null hypotheses were tested, the first one having
to do with the flexitime and the remaining fourteen with how the
seven other variables of concern differentiated flexitime with
respect to the job satisfaction variables.
Population and Sampling
The population for the study consisted of the 100 employees
of the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC)
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Charlotte District Office during the 198I-I982 calendar year.
The employees were members of nine Units of the facility: the
Backlog, Continued Investigation and Conciliation, Equal Pay
Act/Age Discrimination in Employment, Fact Finding, Intake,
Legal, Operations Services, and Systemic Units. These Units
are described in Chapter I of this study.
The entire EEOC employee population served as the target
group for the investigation. Because of the incompletion of
significant parts of the instrument by some subjects and the
lack of participation by others, the final usable data consisted
of 100 subjects. Because forty (40) respondents indicated that
they were not of Black or White racial description, the majclmum
population for the research was discerned as 100 federal
employees. The 100 usable respondents represented 71*5 percent
of the parent population. This was considered an adequate
return rate by the investigator.
Collection of Data
Several days prior to the actual administration of The
Survey Questionnaire, the investigator sent a letter to all the
Charlotte-based EEOC employees (see Appendix A for a copy of the
letter). This letter described the nature and purpose of the sur¬
vey and assured the subjects that their anonymity would be pre¬
served .
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On August 10, 1981, The Survey Questionnaire was admin¬
istered as follows. The researcher approached each Unit,
introduced the questionnaires, reassured the employees of their
anonymity, and distributed the questionnaires. They were told
that, within about thirty minutes,, the researcher would return
and collect the completed questionnaires. It was stressed that
no employee would be forced to complete the questionnaire or to
participate in the study. For each subject, sco3:es or values
for eleven variables were recorded: flexitime, sex, race, age,
education, tenure in organization, paygrade classification,
tenure in present position, JDI score, EEOC Attitude Survey
score, and the Unit membership. The Unit membership variable
was dealt with in a purely descriptive way for purpose of noting
trends in case any existed; no formal statistical tests were
employed for this variable.
Instruments
One instrument used to collect data for the study. The
Survey Questionnaire, consisted of three parts: (l) a bio¬
graphical information blank which provided information regarding
eight variables: which Unit of the facility the subject worked
in, race, sex, cige, education, years of service, paygrade classi¬
fication, and time in present position; (2) the Job Descriptive
Index (JDI), a multi-dimensional survey of job satisfaction with
4?
respect to the five dimensions of pay, promotion, co-workers,
immediate supervisors, and work; and (3) the EEOC Attitude Sur¬
vey, a survey of job attitudes concerning the EEOC work situation.
The Survey Questionnaire is included in Appendix B.
The JDI Questionnaire
The JDI Questionnaire is a modification of the Cornell
Job Descriptive Index, which contains several standardized scales
recognized as the leading multi-dimensional measures of job satis¬
faction. These measures consist of satisfaction scores on five
facets of the job situation: pay, promotion, co-workers, super¬
vision, and the work itself.^
Basically, the JDI is an adjective checklist on which each
worker is asked to describe several aspects of his or her job by
means of a "yes," "?" or "no" response to each of the adjectives.
All favorable responses are scored 3» a-H unfavorable responses
are scored 0, and all omissions or ?'s are scored 1. A favorable
response may be either "yes" or "no," depending on the favorable
or unfavorable tone of the adjective being responded to. A scoring
key is provided (see Appendix B) for scoring the responses. The
Pay and Promotion Scores are doubled in order to make them
numerically equivalent to the scores on the other scales.
^Patricia Gain Smith, Lewis M. Kendall, and Charles L.
Hulin, The Measurement of Satisfaction of Work and Retirement
(Chicago^ Rand-McNally Publishing Company, I969), p. 83.
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Although the authors of the JDI do not recommend com¬
puting a total JDI score, they note that numerous investigators
have done so. The five subscales are discriminately different,
have loaded values on separate group factors with no general
factor in repeated factor analytic studies, and do not inter¬
correlate highly despite their high reliabilities. If, however,
for some compelling reasons a summary score is desired, the
authors indicate that the grand total of the five subscale
totals of the JDI will give a measure which is at least as
psychometrically sound as other available summary measures. A
simple sum is as good as any more complicated weighting.
The JDI was developed as part of a nationwide survey of
2
retirement satisfaction. It was subjected to an Intensive
validation program. The results of these validation studies
have been presented by Smith, Kendall, and Locke;
Macaulay; and Ife-caulay,. Smith, Locke, Kendall, and
Hulin.^
In developing the JDI, each response to each adjective
in the final form of the JDI was item-analyzed against total
scale score to determine the proper scoring direction. Items
were retained which discriminated significantly for both male and
2
D. Anne Macaulay, Cornell Studies in Methods of Measuring
Job Satisfaction; Development of Criteria of Job Satisfaction
(New York, 1961).
^Patricia Cain Smith, E. A. Locke, Lewis M. Kendall,
and Charles L. Hulln, "Cornell Studies in Job Satisfaction; Con¬
vergent and Discriminate Validity for Measures of Job Satisfaction
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female workers separately. The final methods of scoring and
selection of items were those which yielded the highest esti¬
mates of convergent and discriminate validity across several
different samples for "both male and female subjects.^
In addition to the validity coefficient estimates,
which averaged from .50 to .70 across several samples, the JDI
also revealed other desirable characteristics:
1. The scores on it are unaffected by acquiescence, or
yes-saying and no-saying tendencies.
2. The resulting five scales, while not completely
orthogonal, have the virtue of relatively low inter-
correlations (.30 to .50) with each other.
3. Ib,ctor analyses of the data from several samples
indicate that the workers are Indeed capable of thinking
along the lines of five separate aspects of job satis¬
faction.
4. The five scales, which arre quite short and easily
administered, have adequate split-half reliabilities, ranging
from .80 to .88 (Spearman-Brown formula).
Ihe EEOC Attitude Survey
The EEOC Attitude Survey consists of twenty-four state¬
ments dealing with several potential problem areas in the EEOC
by Rating Scales," (Ithaca; Cornell University, 1963)1 mimeo.
T. Campbell and D. W. Fiske, "Convergent and Discrim¬
inate Validation by the Ilultitract-Multimelland Matrix," Psychology
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woiJc situation at Charlotte, North Carolina. Each item is a
statement descrlhlng the work situation either positively or
negatively. The respondent indicates the degree to which he or
she agrees with each statement on a four-point scale ranging
from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree." While most of
the statements are worded in the positive or favorable direc¬
tion, so that high agreement indicates a favorable situation,
several negative or unfavorable statements are also Included.
The scoring key is shown in Appendix B. Each item responded to
is scored from 1 (low job satisfaction) to 4 (high job satis¬
faction) .
Unlike the JDI, this second instrument was developed by
the researcher and has not had any validity and reliability
coefficients established. However, the Instrument was subjected
to face validity checks by a panel of experts. This second
instrument deals with specific items pertinent to the work
situation, as sensed by the researcher, that are not directly
addressed by the first instrument.
Treatment of Data
The two conditions considered in this study dealt with
employees who were on flexitime and those employees not on flexi¬
time and how the seven other variables of concern differentiated
the flexitime with respect to the job satisfaction variable.
Bulletin 81 (1969):81-105.
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The method used In analyzing the data was the t-test. When
there are only two conditions, this method can be used effec¬
tively.
The null hypotheses were tested using Fisher's t at .05
level of significance. For each of the groups involved in the
fifteen null hypotheses, two group means and job satisfaction
scores were computed for the variables involved; one group mean
for the JDI and a second group mean for the EEOC Attitude Survey.
If the difference between two means in an hypothesis was
statistically significant at the .05 level of significance, the
null hypothesis was rejected; otherwise, accepted. Thus, thirty
t-tests were actually performed.
CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS AND INTERPRETATIOIC
This chapter presents the findings and interpretations
the data collected in the same order as the prohlem areas and
potheses are posed in Chapter I.
Presentation of Hypotheses
The hypotheses are presented along with the statistical
alysis of the results. A discussion of the results follows the
•esentation and interpretation of data.
Hypothesis #1
*
There is no statistically significant difference between
le mean job satisfaction scores of those employees on flexitime
id those employees on traditional schedule.
TABLE 1
MEAN SCORES OF PARTICIPANTS' PERFORMANCE IN BOTH GROUPS
Foifcing Mean Scores
londitlon N JDI EEOC
T.exitime Group 36 1.6l 2.65














TaLle 1 indicates that, while the flexitime group was
higher than the traditional group on both the JDI and EEOC Sur¬
vey, the differences were only .02 and .01, respectively. The
computed t values from the sample were .19 on the JDI and .12 on
the EEOC Survey. The critical value of t, at .05 level of
confidence with 98 degrees of freedom, is 1.99* Since this
value is not obtained, the null’ hypothesis must be accepted.
These results indicated that, for the sample studied, there is
no statistically significant difference between the job satis¬
faction of those employees on flexitime and those employees on
traditional schedule.
Hynothesls #2
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of male employees on flexitime
and male employees on traditional schedule.
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TABLE 2
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF MALE PARTICIPANTS’





Flexitime Group Males 15 1.6l 2.63
Traditional Group Males 25 1.72 2.70
Differences .11 .07
t values
Table 2 indicates that males on flexitime were actually
lower in job satisfaction than males on the traditional work
schedule, contrary to the expected pattern. The score differ¬
ences of .11 on the JDI and .07 on the EEOC Survey were insignif¬
icant statistically. The computed t values for the sample were
JDI, .59» and EEOC Survey, .52. The critical value of t, at
.05 level of confidence with 38 degrees of freedom, is 2.02. The
null hypothesis must be accepted, since this value is not
obtained. Therefore, it was concluded for the sample that there
was no statistically significant difference between the job satis¬




There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of female employees on flexi¬
time and female employees on traditional schedule.
TABLE 3
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF FEMALE PARTICIPANTS'





Flexitime Females 21 1.59 2.68
Traditional Females 39 1.50 2.61
Differences .09 .07
t values
Table 3 indicates that females on flexitime were higher
in job satisfaction than females on the traditional work schedule.
The score differences of .09 on the JDI and .07 on the EEOC Survey
were Insignificant statistically. The computed t values for the
sample were .56 on the JDI and .73 on the EEOC Survey. The
critical value of t, at .05 level of confidence with 58 degrees
of freedom, is 2.00. Since this value is not obtained, the null
hypothesis must be accepted. Therefore, it was concluded for the
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sample that there was no statistically significant difference
"between the jo'b satisfaction of females on flexitime and females
on the traditional work schedule.
Hypothesis #4
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of Black employees on flexitime
and Black employees on traditional schedule.
TABLE 4
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF BLACK PARTICIPANTS'





Flexitime Blacks 16 1.53 2.56
Traditional Blacks 34 1.63 2.65
Differences .10 .09
t values
Table 4 indicates that Blacks on flexitime were actually
lower in job satisfaction than those Blacks on the traditional
work schedule, contrary to the expected pattern. However, as
verified in Table 4, the score differences of .10 on the JDI and
.09 on the EEOC Survey were insignificant statistically. The
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iputed t values for the sample were .65 for JDI and .75 for
1C Survey. The critical value of t, at .05 level of confidence
h 38 degrees of freedom, is 2.02. Thus, the null hypothesis
it he accepted, since this value is not obtained. Therefore,
was concluded for the sample that there was no statistically
;nificant difference between the job satisfaction of Blacks on
ixitime and Blacks on the traditional work schedule.
Hypothesis #5
There is no statistically significant difference between
! mean job satisfaction scores of White employees on flexitime
L White employees on traditional schedule.
TABLE 5
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF WHITE PARTICIPANTS’





Lexitime Whites 21 1.63 2.7^
adltional Whites 29 1.56 2.65
Lfferences .07 .09
values .81
Table 5 indicates that Whites on flexitime were higher
job satisfaction than Whites on the traditional work schedule.
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However, as verified in Table 5» the score differences of .0? on
the JDI and .09 on the EEOC Survey were insignificant statisti¬
cally. The computed t value for the sample was JDI, .8?; EEOC,
.81. In order to obtain significance at the .05 level of confi¬
dence, the critical t value of 2.01, with 48 degrees of freedom,
had to be obtained. Therefore, the null hypothesis must be
accepted, since this value was not obtained. Therefore, it was
concluded for the sample that there was no statistically signifi¬
cant difference between the job satisfaction of Whites on flexi¬
time and Whites on the traditional work schedule.
Hypothesis #6
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of older employees on flexitime
and older employees on traditional schedule.
TABLE 6
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF OLDER EMPLOYEES'





Flexitime Older 12 1.79 2.84




Table 6 indicates that older employees on flexitime
were higher in job satisfaction than older employees on the
traditional work schedule. However, as verified in Table 6, the
score differences of .26 on the JDI and .23 on the EEOC Survey,
respectively, were statistically Insignificant. The computed t
values for the sample were 1.35 on the JDI and 1.70 on the EEOC
Survey. The critical value of t, at .05 level of confidence
with 37 degrees of freedom, is 2.02. Since this value is not
obtained, the null hypothesis must be accepted. Therefore, it
was concluded for the sample that there was no statistically
significant difference between the job satisfaction of older
employees on flexitime and older ones on the traditional work
schedule. It might be noted that the sample t values of 1.35
and 1.70 for the JDI and EEOC Survey, respectively, were much
higher than in the case of the previous five hypotheses, indicat¬
ing a tendency for more older workers on flexitime to be associated
with greater job satisfaction than those on traditional woik
schedule. However, the sample did not show evidence of a
sufficient number of such individual tendencies to warrant a
generalization to the entire sample.
Hypothesis #7
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of younger employees on flexitime
and younger employees on traditional schedule.
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TABLE 7
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF YOUNGER PARTICIPANTS'





Flexitime Younger 24 1.50 ■2.57
Traditional Younger 37 1.63 2.66
Differences .13 .11
t values 1.09
Table 7 indicates that younger employees on flexitime
showed less job satisfaction than the younger employees on the
traditional woifc schedule. However, as verified in Table 7»
the scoire differences of .13 on the JDI and .11 on the EEOC
Survey were statistically insignificant. The computed values
for the sample were 1.09 on the JDI and .79 on the EEOC Survey.
The critical value of t, at .05 level of confidence with 59
degrees of freedom, is 2.00. Since this value is not obtained,
the null hypothesis must be accepted. Therefore, it was
concluded for the sample that there was no statistically signif¬
icant difference between the job satisfaction of the younger




There is no statistically significant difference "between
the mean job satisfaction scores of the more educated employees
on flexitime and the more educated employees on traditional
schedule.
TABLE 8
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF MORE EDUCATED PARTICIPANTS













Table 8 Indicates that the more educated employees on
flexitime showed less job satisfaction than the more educated
employees on the traditional work schedule, contrary to the
expected pattern. However, as verified in Table 8, the score
differences of .20 on the JDI and .07 on the EEOC Survey were
insignificant statistically. The computed t values for the
sample were .82 on the JDI and .63 on the EEOC Survey. The
62
critical value of t, at .05 level of confidence with 65 degrees
of freedom, is 2.00. Since this value was not obtained, the null
hypothesis must be accepted. It was concluded for the sample
that there was no statistically significant difference between
the job satisfaction of more educated employees on flexitime and
the more educated employees on the traditional work schedule.
Hypothesis #9
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of the less educated employees
on flexitime and the less educated employees on traditional
schedule.
TA2LE 9
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF LESS EDUCATED PARTICIPAOTS













**Slgnificant at .05 level of confidence.
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Table 9 indicates that the less educated employees on
flexitime showed more job satisfaction than the less educated
employees on the traditional work schedule, consistent with the
expected pattern. As verified in Table 9» the score difference
of .38 on the JDI was significant at the .05 level of confidence, •
since it was equal to the critical value of t with 31 degrees
of freedom. However, the EEOC Survey score difference of .15
was not statistically significant. The data indicate that, for
the sample, there was a statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction (as measured by the JDl) of the less
educated employees on flexitime and less educated employees on
the traditional work schedule, the difference being in favor of
those on flexitime. The null hypothesis was rejected.
HyT>othesis #10
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of the more tenured employees
on flexitime and the more tenured employees on traditional schedule.
TABLE 10
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF PARTICIPANTS'















t values .11 1.30
Table 10 indicates that employees with high EEOC tenure
and on flexitime showed less job satisfaction than employees with
high EEOC tenure and on the tiaditional work schedule, contrary
to the expected pattern. However, as verified in Table 10, the
score differences of .11 on the JDI and .07 on EEOC Survey were
statistically insignificant. The computed t values were .11 on
the JDI and 1.30 on the EEOC Survey. The critical value of t,
at .05 level of confidence with 38 degrees of freedom, is 2.02.
Since this is not obtained, the null hypothesis must be
accepted. Therefore, it was concluded for the sample that there
was no statistically significant difference between the job satis¬
faction of the more tenured employees on flexitime and more EEOC
tenured employees on the traditional work schedule.
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Hy-pothesls #11
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of the less teniired employees on
flexitime and the less tenured employees on traditional schedule.
TABLE 11
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF PARTICIPANTS' PERFORMANCE





Flexitime Less 26 1.64 2.69
Tenure (EEOC)




Table 11 indicates that employees with low EEOC tenure
and on flexitime showed more job satisfaction than employees with
low EEOC tenure on the traditional work schedule. Although
consistent with expectations, the score differences of .06 for
the JDI and .0? for the EEOC Survey were insignificant, as verified
in Table 11. The computed t values for the sample were .43 on
the JDI and .6? on the EEOC Survey. The critical value of t,
at .05 level of confidence with 58 degrees of freedom, is 2.00.
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Since this value is not obtained, the null hypothesis must be
accepted. Therefore, it was concluded for the sample that there
was no statistically significant difference between the job
satisfaction of the low EEOC tenured employees on flexitime and
low EEOC tenured employees on the traditional work schedule.
Hypothesis #12
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of higher-paid employees on
flexitime and higher-paid employees on traditional schedule.
TABLE 12
STATISTICAL AMLYSIS OF HIGHER-PAID PARTICIPANTS ON





Flexitime High Pay 14 1.46 2.56
Traditional High Pdy 4l 1.72 2.64
Differences .26 .08
t values 1.43 .60
Table 12 indicates that higher paygrade employees on
flexitime actually had less job satisfaction than higher paygrade
employees on the traditional work schedule, contrary to expec¬
tations. However, as verified in Table 12, score differences
of .26 on the JDI and .08 on the EEOC Survey were statistically
insignificant. The computed t values for the sample were 1.43
on the JDI and .60 for the EEOC Survey. The critical value of
t, at .05 level of confidence with 53 degrees of freedom, is
2.01. Since this value is not obtained, the null hypothesis mus
be accepted. Therefore, it was concluded for the sample that
there was no statistically significant difference between the
job satisfaction of the higher paygrade employees on flexitime
and higher paygrade employees on the traditional work schedule.
Hypothesis #13
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of lower-paid employees on
flexitime and lower-paid employees on traditional schedule.
TABLE 13
STATISnCAL ANALYSIS OF THE PERFORI^CE OF LOWER-PAID
PARTICIPANTS ON FLEXITIME AND TRADITIONAL SCHEDULES
Working
• Mean Scores
Condition N JDI EEOC
Flexitime Low Pay 22 1.70 2.73
Traditional Low Pay 23 1.35 2.65
Differences .35 .08
t values 2.15*^ .75
**Significant at .05 level of confidence.
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Table 13 indicates the lower paygrade employees on
flexitime had significantly more job satisfaction than the lower
paygrade employees on the traditional woik schedule. As shown
in Table 13. the score difference of .35 on the JDI was signif¬
icant at the .05 level of confidence, since it exceeded the
critical value of t with 53 degrees of freedom. However, the
EEOC Survey score difference of .08 was not statistically
significant. The computed t values were 2.15 on the JDI and
.75 for the EEOC Survey. Since the t value was greater than the
critical t, the null hypothesis must be rejected. Therefore,
it was concluded for the sample that there was a statistically
significant difference between the job satisfaction (as measured
by the JDl) between the lower paygrade employees on flexitime
and the lower paygrade employees on the traditional schedule,
the difference being in favor of those on flexitime.
Hypothesis #14
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of the more tenured employees
(present position) on flexitime and more teniired employees
(present position) on traditional schedule.
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TABLE 14
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE PERFORMANCE OF MORE TENURED





Flexitime High Tenure 16 1.58 2.53
(Present Position)




♦Significant at .01 level of confidence
Table l4 indicates that employees with more present posi¬
tion tenure and on flexitime showed significantly less job satis¬
faction as measured only by the Attitude Survey than the employees
with more present position tenure and on the traditional work
schedule. This is contrary to expectations. As verifiable from
Table l4, the score difference of .10 on the EEOC Survey was
significant at the .01 level of confidence, since it exceeded
the critical value of t with 4l degrees of freedom. However, the
JDI score difference of .l6 was not statistically significant,
but in a direction opposite to that exhibited on the JDI, where
those on flexitime showed more job satisfaction than those on the
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traditional work schedule. The computed t values for the sample
were .85 on JDI and 3*29 on the EEOC Survey. Since this t value
was greater than the critical t, the null hypothesis must be
rejected. Therefore, it was concluded for the sample that there
was a statistically significant difference between the job satis¬
faction (as measured by the EEOC Survey) of enq^loyees with more
present position tenure and on flexitime and employees with more
present position tenure on the traditional work schedule, the
difference being in favor of those on the traditional work
schedule.
HyTOthesis #15
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of less tenured employees (present
position) on flexitime and the less tenured employees (present
position) on traditional schedule.
TABLE 15
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE PERFORMANCE OF LESS TENURED
PARTICIPANTS ON FLEXITim AND



















t values .59 1.18
Table 15 indicates that employees on low present position
tenure and on flexitime show significantly less job satisfaction
than those of low tenure present position on traditional schedule.
However, as verified in Table 15, score differences of .09 on the
JDI and .12 on the EEOC Survey were statistically insignificant.
The computed t values for the sample were .59 on the JDI and
1.18 on the EEOC Survey. The critical value of t, at the .05
level of confidence with 55 degrees of freedom, is 2.00. Since
this value is not obtained, the null hypothesis must be accepted.
Therefore, it was concluded for the sample that there was no
statistically significant difference between the job satisfaction
of less tenured employees (present position) on flexitime and the
less tenured employees (present position) on traditional schedule.
Summary and Discussion
Hypothesis #1 addresses the question, do employees on
flexitime show significantly more job satisfaction than those not
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on flexitime? The data showed, at the .05 level of confidence,
that no statistically significant difference was found between
job satisfaction of employees on flexitime and those employees
on traditional schedule.
Hypotheses #2-#l5 determined whether the variables of
sex, race, age, education, tenure In organization, paygrade
classification, and tenure In present position differentiated
the results found for the entire sample. The sex, race, age,
and tenure In EEOC organization variables did not differentiate
the results. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction of the flexitime group and the
traditional group. The education and paygrade classification
variables did differentiate the results In the expected direction,
favoring flexitime. In particular, the less educated flexitime
group showed significantly more job satisfaction (as measured
by the JDl) than did the traditional group. The more educated
group did not exhibit this pattern. The lower paygrade flexitime
group showed significantly more job satisfaction (as measured by
the JDl) than did the lower paygrade traditional group. The
higher paygrade group did not exhibit this pattern.
While the tenure In present position variable did
differentiate between the flexitime/traditional work variable,
It was In the direction opposite to that expected. Job satis¬
faction (as measured by the Attitude Survey) was significantly
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greater for those with high tenure and traditional woik schedule
than It was for those with high tenure and a flexitime schedule,
there being no significant difference in the flexitime/tradi-
tlonal work variable for those with low tenure.
CHAPTER V
EIMDINGS, GOHCLUSIOIIS, IMPLICATIOIK, AM) RECOMMENDATIONS
Purpose
The purpose of this study was to determine the
differential effects of flexible work hours on the job satis¬
faction of federal employees of the U.S. Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission facility located in Charlotte, North
Carolina. It was proposed that there would be no statisti¬
cally significant difference between the job satisfaction of
those employees on flexitime and those employees on traditional
schedule. It was also proposed that demographic variables of
sex, race, age, education, tenure in organization, paygrade
classification, and tenure in present position would not
differentiate effects of flexitime and traditional schedule
on job satisfaction.
Summary of Literature
The study was motivated by the growing realization in
American industiy and business that alternative work schedules
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may play a significant role in job satisfaction. Of special
concern for the study vras the alternative work schedule known
as "flexitime."
The review of literature indicated that flexitime has a
significant positive impact on job satisfaction in numerous
empirical studies. Although race and sex differences may
significantly Influence job satisfaction in some Instances, the
consensus of the literature, with regard to these two variables,
was that other variables are of equal or greater Importance for
determining job satisfaction. The preponderance of evidence
accrued in this study shows that other variables are equally
important and supports the finding of other studies, namely those
1 2
of Fry, Greenfield, and Sauser. ’
Subjects, Methodology, and Instruments
Subjects
The subjects in this study were 100 employees of U.S.
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission Charlotte District Office
during the 198I-I982 calendar year. They were selected from a
sample of l40 employees. It was stressed that no employee would
be forced to participate in the study.
^Try and Greenfield, "Examination of Differences," p. 123'




The descriptive survey method -was used In this study,
utilizing appropriate statistical techniques to analyze the data
obtained. The method used in analyzing the data was Fisher's
t-test. The null hypotheses were tested by this t-test at .05
level of significance. For each of the groups involved in the
fifteen null hypotheses, two group mean job satisfaction scores
were computed for the variables involved; one group mean for
the JDI and a second for the EEOC Attitude Survey.
Instruments
Three Instruments were used to collect data for this
study. They were: (l) a biographical information blank regarding
eight variables; (2) the Job Descriptive Index (JDl); and (3) the
EEOC Attitude Survey.
Findings
This study found the following results when testing each
of the hypotheses.
Hypothesis #1
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of those employees on flexitime
and those employees on traditional schedule.
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This hypothesis was accepted with a t value of 1.99i not
statistically significant beyond the .05 level of confidence,
giving evidence that the job satisfaction of employees on ilexi-
tlme and traditional schedules are similar and that there is
no preference of one schedule over another in terms of job satis¬
faction.
Hypothesis #2
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of male employees on flexitime
and male employees on traditional schedule.
This hypothesis was accepted with a t value of 2.02, not
statistically significant beyond the .05 level of confidence,
indicating no preference of one schedule over another in terms
of job satisfaction by male employees.
Hypothesis #3
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of female employees on flexitime
and female employees on traditional schedule.
This hypothesis was accepted with a t value of 2.00, not
statistically significant beyond the .05 level of confidence,
indicating no preference of one schedule over another in terms
of job satisfaction by female employees.
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Hypothesis #h
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of Black employees on flexitime
and Black employees on traditional schedule.
This hypothesis was accepted with a t value of 2.02, not
statistically significant beyond the .05 level of confidence,
indicating no preference of one schedule over another in terms
of job satisfaction by Black employees.
Hypothesis #5
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of White employees on flexitime
and White employees on traditional schedule.
This hypothesis was accepted with a t value of 2.01, not
statistically significant beyond the .05 level of confidence,
indicating no preference of one schedule over another in terms
of job satisfaction by White employees.
Hypothesis #6
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of older employees on flexitime
and older employees on tmditlonal schedule.
This hypothesis was accepted with a t value of 2.02, not
statistically significant beyond the .05 level of confidence.
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indicating no preference of one schedule over another in terms
of jolD satisfaction hy older employees.
Hypothesis #7
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of younger employees on flexitime
and younger employees on traditional schedule.
This hypothesis was accepted with a t value of 2.00, not
statistically significant beyond the .05 level of confidence,
indicating no preference of one schedule over another in terms
of job satisfaction by the younger employees.
Hypothesis #8
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of the more educated employees
on flexitime and the more educated employees on traditional
schedule.
This hypothesis was accepted with a t value of 2.00, not
statistically significant beyond the .05 level of confidence,
indicating no preference of one schedule over another in terms
of job satisfaction by the more educated employees.
Hypothesis #9
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of the less educated employees on
flexitime and the less educated employees on traditional schedule.
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Rejection of this hypothesis was based on a t value of
2.04, statistically significant beyond the .05 level of
confidence, indicating a preference of the less educated for
flexitime schedule over the traditional schedule in terms of job
satisfaction.
Hypothesis #10
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of the more tenured employees
on flexitime and the more tenured employees on traditional
schedule.
This hypothesis was accepted with a t value of 2.02, not
statistically significant beyond the .05 level of confidence,
indicating no preference of one schedule over another in terms
of job satisfaction by more tenured employees.
Hypothesis #11
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of the less tenured employees on
flexitime and the less tenured employees on traditional schedule.
This hypothesis was accepted with a t value of 2.00, not
statistically significant beyond the .05 level of confidence,
indicating no preference of one schedule over another in terms
of job satisfaction by less tenured employees.
81
Hypothesis #12
There is no statistically significant difference between
the job satisfaction of higher-paid employees on flexitime and
higher-paid employees on traditional schedule.
This hypothesis was accepted with a t value of 2.01, not
statistically significant beyond the .05 level of confidence,
indicating no preference of one schedule over another in terms
of job satisfaction by higher-paid employees.
Hypothesis #13
There is no statistically significant difference between
the job satisfaction of lower-paid employees on flexitime and
the lower-paid employees on traditional schedule.
A t value of 2.15, statistically significant beyond the
.05 level of confidence, is the basis for rejecting this
hypothesis, indicating that lower-paid employees have a preference
for flexitime schedule over the traditional schedule in terms of
job satisfaction.
Hypothesis #l4
There is no statistically significant difference between
the mean job satisfaction scores of the more tenured employees
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(present position) on flexitime and more tenured employees (present
position) on traditional schedule.
A t value of 3»29» statistically significant beyond the
.05 level of confidence, is the basis for rejecting this
hypothesis, indicating a preference of the more tenured present
position employees for a traditional schedule over the flexitime
schedule in terms of job satisfaction.
Hypothesis #15
There is no statistically significant difference between
the meaji job satisfaction scores of less tenured employees (present
position) on flexitime and the less tenured employees (present
position) on traditional schedule.
This hypothesis was accepted with a t "value of 2.00, not
statistically significant beyond the .05 level of confidence,
indicating no preference of one schedule over another in terms
of job satisfaction by less tenured (present position) employees.
Conclusions
The findings, derived from the data provided by this
study, are listed below:
1. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by the flexitime
group and traditional group.
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2. There was no statistically significant difference
between job satisfaction experienced by male employees on
the flexitime and traditional schedules.
3. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by female
employees on flexitime and traditional schedules.
4. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by Black employees
on flexitime and traditional schedules.
5. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by White employees
on flexitime and traditional schedules.
6. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by older employees
on flexitime and traditional schediiles.
7. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by younger
employees on flexitime and traditional schedules.
8. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by more educated
employees on flexitime and traditional schedules.
9. There was a statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by employees on
flexitime and traditional schedules.
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10. There was no statistically significant difference
"between the job satisfaction experienced by more tenured
EEOC employees on the flexitime and traditional schedules.
11. There was no statistically significant difference
between job satisfaction of low tenure (EEOG) employees on
flexitime and traditional schedules.
12. There was no statistically significant difference
between job satisfaction of higher-paid employees on flexi¬
time and traditional schedules.
13. There was a statistically significant difference
between job satisfaction experienced by lower-paid employees
on flexitime and traditional schedules.
14. There was a statistically significant difference
between job satisfaction experienced by the high tenure
(present position) employees on flexitime and traditional
schedules.
15. There was no statistically significant difference
between job satisfaction experienced by the low tenure
(present position) employees on flexitime and traditional
schedules.
Implications
The following implications are drawn from the conclusions
reached from the findings of this study:
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1. Flexitime scheduling seems to be gaining acceptance
by the federal employees of the U.S. Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission facility located in Charlotte, North
Carolina.
2. Lower-paid federal employees seem to like flexitime
schedules better than traditional schedules.
3. Federal employees with more tenure in their present
positions seem to prefer flexitime schedules over tradi¬
tional schedules.
4. Level of education, age, race, and sex of federal
employees had no significant differential effects on schedule
preference.
Recommendations
The implications Inherent in the conclusions drawn from
the findings of this study seem to warrant the following recom¬
mendations:
1. Additional investigations of federal employees' feelings
toward flexitime scheduling should be made to determine;
a. whether this schedule preference has sufficient
support to become a major trend in schedule development
in the future, and
b. what other non-federal agencies' employees' prefer¬
ences would be toward flexitime schedules.
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2. Additional Investigations should be made to deter¬
mine:
a. the nature of the effect flexitime scheduling has
on lower-paid federal employees, and
b. the nature of the effect flexitime scheduling has
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I am vitally concerned with making your job situation in
the U. S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission a pleasant
one. In order to determine how you feel about certain aspects
of your job, I have developed a questionnaire which is part of
a dissertation research study conducted in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for a Doctor of Philosophy Degree in
Counseling and Psychological Services from Atlanta University.
I will administer the questionnaire to you, collect, score, and
provide the results to my committee in terms of group averages.
No IndiAdduals will be identified, nor will any Individual scores
be provided to EEOC.
In the first part of the questionnaire, you are requested to
provide some general information about yourself. I need this
information so that I may make comparisons among groups (for
example, male employees versus female employees). In the second
part of the questionnaire, you are to provide information concern¬
ing your attitudes toward your supervisor, your co-workers, your
work Itself, your pay, and the Commission's policy. In the third
part, you are to provide specific information concerning the
agency, supervision, and working conditions. Again, I wish to
emphasize that no attempt will be maxie to identify any individual




Please take a few minutes to fill out the questionnaire and
return it to me. Be suire to indicate your true attitudes so that
I can find out those aspects of your joh which need improvement
and those with which you are satisfied. Since your anonymity
is assured, you can answer this questionnaire honestly without
any fear of reprisal from anyone.
Your candidness and cooperation will insure the success of
this study and will be greatly appreciated. Please note that
this survey is not to be completed on government time. Thank you
very much for cooperating with me in attempting to complete this
academic endeavor.
Sincerely








Employee Attitude Survey - Part One
DirectionsI In this section, you are to provide some
general information about yourself. This information will be
used to make inter-group comparisons only; there will be no
attempt to Identify any Individuals. Do not put your name on
this questionnaire.
1. Unit. Circle the one number below which corresponds to the
Unit in which you work.
1. CIC Unit (Continued Investigation and Conciliation Unit).
2. Operations Services Unit.
3. Hearings Unit.
4. Systemic Unit.
5. Backlog Units I and II.
6. Equal Pay Act/Age Discrimination Employment Act Unit.
7. Legal Unit.
8. Intake Unit.
9. Fact Finding Unit.10.Managerial Staff.
2. Race. Circle one: Black White
3. Sex. Circle one: M F
4. Age. Write your present age in the blank:
5. Education. Circle the highest grade you have completed;
1234567 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20





6. Years of Service. How many years (total) have you worked for
the U. S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (fill in the
blank)?
7. Job Classification. Put an X in the one blank below which cor¬
responds to your GS paygrade classification and circle paygrade and
title, if applicable. See the listing of. job titles in each category
if you are in doubt about your paygrade level.
Category 1 (Paygrades 2/4), GS-322, Clerk-Typist
Category 2 (Paygrade 5)» GS-312, Clerk-Stenographer
Category 3 (Paygrades 5/6), GS-301, Compliance Clerk
Category 4 (Paygrades 6/?), GS-318, Secretary
Category 5 (Paygrade 6), GS-301, Administrative
Category 6 (Paygrades 5/6), GS-301, Work Program
Operator
Category ? (Paygrades 5/6), GS-986, Legal Dock Clerk,
Legal Clerk
Category 8 (Paygrades 5/6), GS-203, Personnel Clerk
Category 9 (Paygrade 6), GS-301, Information Assistance
Category 10 (Paygrade 9)i GS-345, Program Analysis
Category 11 (Paygrades 9/ll)f GS-950, Paralegal Special¬
ist
Category 12 (Paygrade ll), GS-201, Personnel Ifenagement
Specialist
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Category 13 (Pa,ygrad.e 12) f GS-301, Chief of Operation
Services
Category l4 (Paygrades 5/7/9/ll/l2/l3/l4/l5), GS-I60,
Equal Employment Opportunity Specialist; Compliance
Manager; Deputy Director, Civil Rights
Category 15 (Paygrades Il/l2/l3/l4/l5)» Regional Attor¬
ney, Civil Rights; Supervisory Trial Attorney,
Civil Rights; Trial Attorney, Civil Rights
8. Time in Present Position. How many years (to the nearest
year) have you held your present Civil Service position (fill in
the blank)?
9. Please indicate by circling below whether you are on EEOC
traditional work hour schedule or the EEOC flexitime work hour
schedule program:
1. Traditional work hour schedule
2. Flexitime work hour schedule
Employee Attitude Survey - Fart Two
Directions: In this section, you are to describe your job and
some features of it. There are five features of your job to be
described—pay, promotions, co-workers, supervision, and work.
Each feature is followed by a list of words and phrases. If a
word or phrase describes the feature it is under for your
particular job, circle "yes". If it does not describe the
feature, circle "no". If you cannot decide, circle the question
mark "?". Be sure to circle either "yes", "no", or "?".
1.
Income adequate for normal expenses yes no
Satisfactory retirement plan yes ? no
Barely live on income yes 7 no
Bad yes 7 no
Income provides luxuries yes 7 no
Insecure yes 7 no
Less than I deserve yes 7 no
Highly paid yes 7 no
Underpaid yes 7 no
Promotions
Good opportunity for advancement yes 7 no
Opportunity somewhat limited yes 7 no
Promotion on ability yes 7 no
Dead-end job yes 7 no
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yes 7 noHard to meet
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4. Immediate Supervisor
Asks my advice yes ? no
Hard to please yes 7 no
Impolite yes 7 no
Praises yes 7 no
Tactful yes 7 no
Influential yes 7 no
Up-to-date yes 7 no
Doesn't supervise enough yes 7 no
Quick-tempered yes 7 no
Tells me where I stand yes 7 no
Annoying yes 7 no
Stubborn yes 7 no
Knows job well yes 7 no
Bad yes 7 no
Intelligent yes 7 no
Leaves me on my own yes 7 no
Around when needed yes 7 no
Lazy yes 7 no
Work
Fascinating yes 7 no
Routine yes 7 no
Satisfying yes 7 no
Boring yes 7 no
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Good yes 7 no
Creative yes 7 no
Respected yes 7 no
Hot yes 7 no
Pleasant yes 7 no
Useful yes 7 no
Tiresome yes 7 no
Healthful yes 7 no
Challenging yes 7 no
On your feet yes 7 no
Frustrating yes 7 no
Simple yes 7 no
Endless yes 7 no
Gives sense of accomplishment yes 7 no
Employee Attitude Survey - Part Three
Directions; In this section, you are to rate the degree to
which you agree with several statements about your job. Using
the following code, circle the letter corresponding to how you
feel about each statement.
SA = Strongly Agree
A = Agree
D = Disagree
SD = Strongly Disagree
1. I enjoy doing my work.
2. Some of our work procedures are
inefficient.
3. Opportunities for my advancement
in the U. S. Equal Employment Oppor¬
tunity Commission (EEOC) are limited.
4. I would rather work in EEOC than in
any other department of the Federal
government.
5. My supervisor grants sick leave
fairly.
6. My co-workers are easy to get along
with.
7. My supervisor stands behind his
(her) employees.
SA A D SD
SA A D SD
SA A D SD
SA A D SD
SA A D SD
SA A D SD
SA A D SD
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8. You have to "know someone" to get
ahead in this department.
9. My supervisor makes suggestions which
make things run smoothly.
10. I would rather work in industry than
for the Federal government.
11. My supervisor is sometimes "wishy-
washy" when it comes to making
decisions.
12. There are bottlenecks in the way
things are done in my office.
13. EEOC offers good fringe benefits.
14. My supervisor is patient when
dealing with his (her) employees.
15. My work is too demanding.
16. My supervisor is fair when dealing
with his (her) employees.
17. It is easy for me to talk with my
supervisor.
18. There is a lot of malicious gossip
in my office.
19. My supervisor grants annual leave
fairly.
SA A D SD
SA A D SD
SA A D SD
SA A D SD
SA A D SD
SA A D SD
SA A D SD
SA A D SD
SA A D SD
SA A D SD
SA A D SD
SA A D SD
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20. I prefer working in my unit to working
in any other unit in EEOC. SA A
21. My equipment is adequate for me to do
a good job. SA A
22. My office is too noisy. SA A
23. I wish that I had more work to do. SA A
24. Overall working conditions in my office
are quite good. SA A









SCORING KEY - PAY
1. Place blue card on corresponding page of person's white booklet, so that
Col. 1 of blue card is to right of answer column of white page. Align
corresponding lines. Write 3 on the white page beside each Y answer which
matches a Y on the card.
2. Slide blue card to far left so that Col. 2 is to left of answer column of white
page. Align corresponding lines. Write a 3 on the while page for every N
answer which matches an N on the-card.
3. Write a 1 on the white page beside each ? or omission.
4. Total all 3's and 1's and enter at bottom of while page where arrow on
blue card indicates, SUM.
5. Double this sum. Enter on white page where last arrow indicates, PAY:
TOTAL.
PRESENT PAY
Income adequate for normal expenses
Satisfactory profit sharing

















SUM X 2=PAY: TOTAL
® Bowling Green Slate University, 1975
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SCORING KEY - PROMOTIONS
1. Place blue card on corresponding page of person's white booklet, so that
Col 1 of blue card is to right of answer column of white page. Align
corresponding lines. Write 3 on the white page beside each Y answer whir h
matches a Y on the card.
2. Slide blue card to far left so that Col. 2 is to left of answer column of white
page. Align corresponding lines. Write a 3 on the while page for every N
answer which matches an N on the card.
3. Write a 1 on the white page beside each ? or omission.
4. Total all 3's and 1's and enter at bottom of white page where arrow on
blue card indicates, SUM.
5. Double this sum. Enter on white page where last arrow indicates,
PROMOTIONS: TOTAL.
COL. 1 OPPORTUNITIES FOR PRQMOTION COL. 2
—















SUM X 2=PROMOTIONS; TOTAL
Bowling Green State University, 1975
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SCORING KEY - PEOPLE OR CO-WORKERS
1. Place blue card on correspondiriK page of (wrson's white booklet, so that
Col, 1 of blue card is to right of answer column of white page. Align
corresponding lines Write 3 on the white page Iresitle each Y answer which
matches a Y on the card,
2. Slide blue card to far left so that Col. 2 is to left of answer column of while
page Align corresponding lines. Write a 3 on the white page for every N
answer which matches an N otr the card.
3. Write a 1 on the white page beside each ? C)r omission.
4. Total all 3's and 1's and enter at bottom of white page where arrow on
blue card indicates
PEOPLE (OR CO-WORKERS): TOTAL.

































PEOPLE (OR CO-WORKERS): TOTAL
i
® Bowling Green State University, 1975
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SCORING KEY - SUPERVISION
1. Place blue card on corresponding page of person's white bcxjklet, so that
Col. 1 of blue card is to right of answer column of white page. Align '
corres|X)nding lines. Write 3 on the while page beside each Y answer which
matches a Y on the card.
2. Slide blue card to far left so that Col. 2 is to left of answer column of white
page. Align corresponding lines. Write a 3 on the white page for every N
answer which matches an N on the card.
3. Write a 1 on the white page beside each ? or omission.
























. Leaves me on my own








Bowling Green State University, 1975
114
t
SCORING KEY - WORK
1. Place blue card on corresponding page of person's white answer booklet,
covering all bpt the answers, so that Col. 1 on blue card is to right of answer
column of white page. Align corresponding dotted and solid lines. Write a 3
on the white page beside each Y answer which matches a Y on the card.
2. Slide blue card to far left so that Col. 2 is to left of answer column of white
page. Align corresponding lines. Write a 3 on the white page for every N
answer which matches an N on the card.
3. Write a 1 on the white page beside each ? or omission.



































Bowling Green State University, 1975










10. 1 2 3
11. 1 2 3
12. 1 2 3
13. 4 3 2
14. 4 3 2
15. 1 2 3
16. 4 3 2
17. 4 3 2
18. 1 2 3
19. 4 3 2
20. 4 3 2
21. 4 3 2
22. 1 2 3
23. 1 2 3




























EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION
1301 E. Morehead Street
Charlotte, North Carolina 28204
I have given Lucius Brovm permission to use the Charlotte
117
A6 Four Seasons Lane
Charlotte, NC 28212
September 16, 19^1
Dr. Patricia C, Smith
Dcpartror-t of Psychology
Bowling Green State University
Bowling Green, OH 43A03
Dear Dr. Smitn;
I am requesting the Job Descriptive Index booklets: one .
package of 100, and a copy of the book (Smith, P.C,, Kendall,
L.M., and Hulln, C.L.), The Measurement of Satisfaction in
Work and Hetlrement. The total cost is $62.00, purchase
order #03^0l7-l^,' cost #0A917,
Please rush the above information to me.
Thanking you in advance for your cooperation in this matter,
Luclua L, Brown, Jr
Bowling Green SUte L'niversify
Department of Psyche




The Job in General (JIG) is an overall measure of job satis¬
faction which has recently been developed at BGSU to be used
in conjunction with the five scales of the JDI. The scoring
procedure for the JIG is similar to the scoring of the JDI.
The JIG scoring key is enclosed with the JDI scoring keys.
A description of the development of the JIG and its reli¬
ability properties is currently being written. Additionally,
evaluation of the scale validity is in progress and will soon
be available to test users.
Please note that the JIG forms are not attached to the JDI
but are enclosed separately in your order.
Specific questions should be addressed to Dr. Patricia C.
Smith, Department of Psychology, Bowling Green State Univer¬
sity, Bowling Green, Ohio 43403.
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rz
Bowling Green State University 120
Department of Psycholot
Dowling Green, Ohio 434<
(4191 172-2 3(
Cable; BGSUO
To persons possibly eligible for the rebate:
We are very much interested in obtaining data concerning the use
of the JDI by large users, and are prepared to rebate some of the
initial cost to persons returning data to us. The size of the rebate
depends upon the number of copies purchased and the number of cases
returned to us.
Enclosed is a copy of the contract pertaining to the rebate. The
information specified in the contract is necessary to obtain the
dollar rebate as indicated at the top of the contract. Any other
data, such as the race of the respondents, salary ranges of the
job in question: absence, turnover, performance data; and any
other tests or measures administered in conjunction with the JDI,
would be very beneficial to further our study of the scale.
You will be apprised of the results of our research, and, of course,
your company's identity will remain anonymous.
Patricia C. Smith, Ph.D.
Professor
PCS:cak
THE EFFECTS OF FLEXIBLE WORK HOURS ON JOB
SATISFACTION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES,




SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF THE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION,
ATLANTA UNIVERSITY IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE
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The purpose of this study was to determine the differential
effects of flexible work hours on the job satisfaction of federal
employees of U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission facility
located in Charlotte, North Carolina. It was proposed that there
would be no statistically significant difference between the job
satisfaction of those employees on flexitime and those employees on
traditional schedule. It was also proposed that demographic
variables of sex, race, age, education, tenure in organization,
paygrade classification, and tenure in present position would not
differentiate effects of flexitime and traditional schedule on job
satisfaction.
Siiminary of Literature
The review of literature indicated that flexitime has a
significant positive impact on job satisfaction in numerous emperical
studies. Although race and sex difference may significantly in¬
fluence job satisfaction in some instances, the consensus of the
literature, with regard to these two variables, was that other
variables are of equal or greater importance for determining job
satisfaction. The preponderance of evidence accrued in this study
shows that other variables are equally important and supports the
-1-
-2-
funding of other studies, namely those of Fry, Greenfiled, and
Sauser.^
Sub.jects
The subjects in this study were 100 employees of U.S. Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission, Charlotte District Office during
the 1981-1982 calendar year. They were selected from a sample of
140 employees. It was stressed that no employee would be forced to
participate in the study.
Methodology
The descriptive survey method was used in this study,
utilizing appropriate statistical techniques to analyze the data
obtained. The method used in analyzing the data was Fisher's t-test.
The null hypotheses were tested by this t-test at .05 level
of significance. For each of the groups involved in the fifteen
null hypotheses, two group mean job satisfaction scores were com¬
puted for the variables involved; one group mean for the JDI and a
second for the EEOC Attitude Survey.
Instruments
Three instruments were used to collect the data for this
study. They were: (1) a biographical information black regarding
eight variables; C2). the Job Descriptive Index (JDI); and (3) the
EEOC Attitude Survey.
^Fry and Greenfield, "Examination of Differences," pp. 123-
126; and Sauser, "Sex Differences," pp. 537-547.
-3-
Conclusions
The findings derived from the data provided by this study
are listed below:
1. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by the
flexitime group and traditional group.
2. There was statistically significant difference between
job satisfaction experienced by male employees on the
flexitime and traditional schedules.
3. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by
female employees on flexitime and traditional
schedules.
4. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by Black
employees on flexitime and traditional schedules.
5. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by white
employees on flexitime and traditional schedules.
6. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by older
employees on flexitime and traditional schedules.
7. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by younger
employees on flexitime and traditional schedules.
8. There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by more
educated employees on flexitime and traditional
schedules.
9. There was a statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by
employees on flexitime and traditional schedules.10.There was no statistically significant difference
between the job satisfaction experienced by more
tenured EEOC employees on the flexitime and
traditional schedules.
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11. There was no statistically significant difference
between job satisfaction experienced by low tenure
CEEOC) employees on flexitime and traditional
schedules.
12. There was no statistically significant difference
between job satisfaction experienced by higher paid
employees on flexitime and traditional schedules.
13. There was a statistically significant difference
between job satisfaction experienced by lower-paid
employees on flexitime and traditional schedules.
14. There was a statistically significant difference
between job satisfaction experienced by the high
tenure (present position) employees on flexitime and
traditional schedules.
15. There was no statistically significant difference
between job satisfaction experienced by the low tenure
(present position) employees on flexitime and
traditional schedules.
Implications
The following implications are drawn from the conclusions
reached from the findings of this study.
1. Flexitime scheduling seems to be gaining
acceptance by the federal employees of the U.S.
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission facility
located in Charlotte, North Carolina.
2. Lower-paid federal employees seem to like flexitime
schedules better than traditional schedules.
3. Federal employees with more tenure in their
present positions seem to prefer flexitime
schedules over traditional schedules.
4. Level of education, age, race, and sex of federal




The implications inherent in the conclusions drawn from the
findings of this study seem to warrant the following recommendations
1. Additional investigations of federal employees'
feelings toward flexitime scheduling should be
made to determine:
a. whether this schedule preference has sufficient
support to become a major trend in schedule
development in the future, and
b. what other non-federal agencies employees'
preferences would be toward flexitime
schedules.
2. Additional investigations should be made to
determine:
a. the nature of the effect flexitime scheduling
has on lower-paid federal employees, and
b. the nature of the effect flexitime sheduling
has on federal employees with more tenure.
